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Separate Paging is given to this Part in order that it may be filed as a 
separate compilation 


wnr n—arw 3 —(B) 

PART II—Section 3—Sub-Section (H) 


«rmr «T*rrr *t »fon*nflf ( t«tt *«n*ro v) sfawr) grrr «nY> frt? nq Rlfnfew mii^r sfh: wftrqw^ 

Statutory Orders and Notifications Issued by the Ministries of the Government of India 
(other than the Ministry of Defence) 


Trrffar, ftppwtr tr«rr wiw 
(«P7frpp sfk srfirrerrr fa*rpr) 

ftkft, 29 'TTFJR, 2001 

«flT.srr. 3362 .—?rmr, faMt f??hr ffW r«nw 
frfkffpTJT, 1946 #. 25/1946) HTTT 

6 % ^rr«T nfw trrtr 5 si-s'itt ( 1 ) sm 

vrfwat vr sptTt «rror grr, xv$:x, 

tfr fioTR? 1 s 2001 ^ srftnj^T #wr- 2 o/ 

12 / 2001-3 tt. sft.snf. jm snir Jr, 
jfJra «trt ftr?TT n^sn: (ffwi^rr) Jr 

fcrrrr 05 - 05-2001 Td wt ^ett frrri 140 

$r trnr% $ Jf vm^fpr ix *rfftrr, 

i 860 (srftrfom 45 / 1860 ) «rr urer 302 

wk srfsrfjm f?r trm 27 , 54 sfk 59 %a , §rr 

tmruf ?fk znx wfer vqrftfr Jr *hrfm 


tmr jet?*, srtr <rajf?r ott % 

% vr^ ’ -t k Jr four w wi ntr yppn 
^ trorf % wrm) vr 

% frrt( fWt faithr jfpRr Fwm % triwlr ^ 
srfsrcpfr tfk ?rf*pmf'0Tr «m fw, trrrfsrrcr tfj°r 
ffofrvrr trnr % rf#ff Jr t^-fr $ 1 

[tiw 228 / 32 / 200 l-rr.fr.rfiT.-II] 

f%r?, nk rrf<pr 

MINISTRY OF PERSONNEL, PUBLIC GRIE¬ 
VANCES AND PENSION 

(Department of Personnel and Training) 

New Delhi, the 29th November, 2001 

S.O. 3362.—In exercise of the powers conferred 
by sub-section (1) of section 5 read with section 6 
of the Delhi Special Police Establishment Act, 1946 
(Act. No. 25 of 1946), the Central Government 
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with ihe consent of the State Government of 
Haryana vide Home Deaartment Notification No. 
20/12/2001-3 HGI Chandigarh dated 18th October, 
2001, hereby extends the powers and jurisdiction of 
the members of Delhi Special Police Establishment 
to the whole of the State of Haryanafor investigation 
of offences under section 302 of the Indian Penal Cod e 
1860 (Act No. 45 of 1860) and sections 27, 54 
and '59 Arms Act and attempts, abetments and cons - 
piracy in relation to or in connection with one or 
more of the offence mentioned above and any other 
offence .or offences committed in the course of the 
same transaction or arising out of the same facts 
registered at Police Station City, Bahadurgarh, 
District Jhajjar (Haryana) vide FIR No. 140 dated 
5-5-2001. 

[No. 228/32/20G1-AVD.I1] 
HART SINGH, Under Secy. 

fi£ fffjff), 4 fW3fT,Y2001 

<rr.?rr. 3363 .—fffitor irmr tprcsRr 

•jffffi WW S.frrffm, 1-946 (1946 srfffFm 
ff. 25) ff) ETTTT 6 fffiTfi fifsfi HTTT 5 ff) dMtTKT 

(i) btrt wyt urfffrfff tt srff)q qrffr affirms 
ttjtt amr ffa? (qfiff)) fama ff qa ff. qaff)/ 

59341/2001 fqqpp 09-1 1-2001 3TTT STTfiT ffffi?TTTf 
Tpror fiiro ff) sswtfff % fort*) -jfaff rfimT 
% fienff) ff) urfffrff) affr ^foptfear «pt fa*an fffra- 
ffffea srTTTtfr % actfiT ff foq afwrri 

mra qx W) £— 

(t) qqirfrpnr Tffffi Faar 

qffFPTTf ff q'TO’ET fi'lfifiT ff. 450/91 
% ffffTaa fiTfiff ff Trrofta ffs fff?aT, i860 
(i860 qrr xrfffffffifi TY. 45)' 4 ?) EJTCT 
224 % *ra)fi ffrffk sfK ffrwr 

warra ff. 451/91 ff ffffFtJrT firm) ff ffs 

StffffiT fffffai 1973 ( 1974 an 

ff. 2 ) ff) «rm 174 ff *rfra ssfftfi cttwi 

(sr) sq^aa ff fffffsRT fi-mrr ffaaa trmfi, 
I'Srrvr .fffr 4 t«tt fiff) -ffwiffR ff 

ff fqrrr fiq ft cm ff ff)f 

'[ff. 22 >s/ 7.sj 2001 ~q.fft. 1 ff. -II] 
5]*vt stipe, soar afar 


New Delhi the 4th December, 2001 

S.O. 3363.—In exercise cf the powers conferred 
by sub-section (1) of section 5 read with section 6 of 


the Delhi Special Police Establishment Act, 1946 
(Act No. 25 of 1946), the Central Government with 
the consent of the State Government of Tamil Nadu 
vide its Home (SC) Department letter No. SC/59341/ 
2001 dated 9-11-2001 hereby extends the powers and 
jurisdiction of the members of the Delhi Special 
Police Establishment to the whole of the State of 
Tamil Nadu for investigation of offences as here¬ 
under : 

(a) Offences punishable under section 224 of 
the Indian Penal Code 1860 (Act No, 45 of 
1860) relating to case Crime No. 450/91 
and offence.: punishable under section 174 of 
the Code of Criminal Procedure 1973 (Act 
No. 2 of 1974) relating to case in crime No. 
451/91 both registered at Vedarayam Police 
Station, Nagapattinam District, Tamil 
Nadu. 

(b) Attempts, abetments and conspiracies in 
relation to or in connection with Ihc offences 
mentioned above and any other offence or 
offences committed in the course of the same 
transaction or arising out of the same facts. 

[No. 228/73/2001-AVD.It] 
SHUBHA THAKUR, Under Secy. 


fan fimaa 

(rrara fffaifi) 

-arr^wr 

af 22 2001 

qrr.srr. 3 364 .—anabY ?£i*r affafnMfi, 1899 

(1899 Tr 2) ff) ETiTF 9 ff) TT-tTiTr ( l) ff *st D T 

(9) T 7 tr tut wFr-rF t Trr fifFr Tiff 

asSTra ff . ffif. ffr. aril .ff). ^i. 
ff) fiier ff) tyh m?? aar Ta/nr qffr 
ff) stEsnfr tyo wrt fifite prim aar 3tm arff ff) arafifa 
ttfitfi drrff) ff) TTY wff) 3TCf arffr fffq anff fifff 
•fiia -ff) ff) fifilff) Tt)? TfifiS YT(q qp'ifftfi 57TI3 
ff fiqtr fi~Y ff fifTYff) ff UTTY firff 5 75 1 89 
srrt. ff). Tiff. ff). Tit. 3tfiv%-i ffiff)m ffcYYffr 
(fffsYftrT, 200 1 Ffiqfi) fi 3 ff TuTT 

Rfifff | I 

[ff, 5 2/2001-urrrq qiT.ff. 3 3/67/200i-far.q?.] 
3 Tit:.ff). wrfiTr, Tfiv; fiFmr 
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[mil—(ii)]_ 

ministry of finance 

(Department of Revenue) 

ORDER 

New Delhi, the 22nd November, 2001 
STAMPS 

S.O. 3364.—rn exercise cf the powers conferred 
by clause (b) ot sub-section (1). of Section 9 of the 
Indian Stamps Act, 1899 (2 of 1899), the Central 
Government hereby permits M/s. ICICI Limited, 
Mumbai to pay consolidated stamp duty of Rupees 
two crore fifteen lakh sixty nine thousand five hund¬ 
red eighty eight only chargeable on account of the 
stamp duty on 575189 ICICI Unsecured Redeemable 
Bonds (September, 2001 Issue) in the nature of 
Debentures aggregating to rupees two hundred eighty 
seven crores fifty nine lakh forty five thousand only, 
to be issued by the said company. 

[No. 52/2001-Stamps F. No. 33/67/2001-STJ. 

R. G. CHHABRA, Under Secy. 

(%;jfpr. swst qrr sfpr). 

Tjfif qw 

fosft, 23W3TL 2001 

nrr.«rr- 3-36 5 .—'fiRTtr trwr?, favtr qrsrer 

feWPT T?| fw 21-9-2001 SPT WTftr^RTT ¥. 307/ 

2001 203 / 35 / 2001 -*rr. am. fir.-II) ^ trrferqr 

tfrffKrh qnft fjq; 7^-2 q?r tp . i qr % tot 

sp> “wit mr nyr Xttx wrf hh qfe 

qq HHX, few Tfe, 3^7-560073” 

% jvtpt q~< wt tpr *rr£ Jrfi^r fesr# tfrarr^I 

«rrf tpr «n| tr?r qr-irq^pret hh"<, few: ffe, 

^WiR-56007 3 q^T 5Tftr 1 

[wfe^rr b. 351/20-ai qrr. h . 203/35/2001- 

wr.qfr.fsr.-II) 
Buffer 5T«rfr, (^rr.qTi.fer.-II) 

(Central Board of Direct Taxes) 
CORRIGENDUM 
New Delhi, the 23rd November, 2001 

S.O. 3365.—In partial modification of Ministry of 
Finance, Department of Revenue, Government of 
India Notification No. 307/2001 dated 21-9-2001 
(F.No. 203/35/2001 -ITA.II) die name cf uigar.isa- 
tion at S.No. I of page 2, should be read “INYS 
Medical Research Society INYS Complex, Jindal 
Nagar, Timkur Road, Bangalore-560073” instead of 
"INYS Medical Research Centre, INYS Complex, 
Jindal Nagar, Timkur Road, Bangalore-560073”. 

[Notification No. 351/2001 F.No. 203/35/2001-ITA.II] 
SANGEETA GUPTA, Director (ITA. II) 


(.arffaqr qrtf fernw), 

(tfarr tprrT) 

Hi 26 hh*wz, 2601 

qrr,3rr. 3d60-—rpsjfew (sfey qj 

1970 % 3- % ( i)■ % 

qfe.T q'ptrrfr qrrfr qrr arsfar 00 ^ 70 ) atfep. 

fern, 19 70- qft srr?r 9 # 0q-u\7r (3-) ; K)- 
3 (qr) jrrr srerr vrfenfi qrr q'Tnr qr^f 
37 ^. 7 , mT^rrrr nr. fr. to bfaw sfq& 

tkt, trcrqfe fnTw, 2 qirrf fry, Tmrfrrn:, 00017-3 
qrt 26 2 aoi $r qf arefe % fercr 

t-P afTqr if afeNufeNT tf7-070ffr fe'URT % 

qr nrfRd qrX'ift | i 

[qp'.rr. g/T 7 / 2000 - 3 ?).aft.-I(ii)] 
am nferar 

(Department of Economic- Affairs) 

(B an king Divis ion) 

New Delhi; the 26th November, 2601 

S.O. 3366.—In exercise of the powers conferred, 
by sub-section (3)(h) and (3-A) of Section 9 of the 
Banking' Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of 
Undertakings) Act; 1970’ read with sub-clause (1)' of 
Clause 3 of the Nationalised Banks (Management St 
Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme,, 1970, the Central 
Government, hereby nominates Dr. B. Madhava 
Bhandary, Medical Practitioner, Saraswathi Nilaya, 
2nd Cross Road, Gandhinagar, Mangalore 3 as 
part-time non-official Director of Bank of 
Maharashtra, for a period of three years com¬ 
mencing on 26th November, 2001. 

[F. Nor 9/1I7/20QO-R.O-.E (ii)j' 
R'AMESEfCHAND, Under Secy. 

Hi fa?0V, 26 WR, 2061 

qrr.arr. 3367.—TT^fkRfi* sfo (SRST tT^ gqffaf 
Tjq-jrsr) 1970 $ qprr 3 (1) % 

tfrq qfor fqrqrrff qM) (wqnrr qrr srsfa np- 3(tr7*r) 
3TfsrfeH0, 19 70 qft £071 9 tf) Tq-tTiTT ( 3 ) ( 0 ) 
Hi 3(qr) jrt:r spjit wferThf qrr sqpr qr^ jrr, 

mrrjiTr «ft 0 ).%. 0 .^ 1 %?, ’fiferPR- 

fei'60n^J7Tr 695035 26 

2001 0 effe 07 Lt 3rqffj % fetr % 

sUrqTfferqr fe'urqr % 0 ? qr nvftrfr qnyft 

I 1 

fqrf..#. 9fi7f2900-#r.3fe.-I(iii)] 

T$n?r ^ Rpfq- 
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New Delhi, the 26th November, 2001 

S.O. 3367.—In exercise of the powers conferred 
by sub-section (3)(h) and (3-A) of Section 9 of the 
Banking Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of 
Undertakings) Act, 1970 read with sub-clause (1) of 
Clause 3 of the Nationalised Banks (Management & 
Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 1970, the Central 
Government, hereby nominates Shri B. K, Shekhar, 
Advocate, Hrishimangalathu Rishimangalam, Thiru- 
vananthapuram 695 035 as part-time non-official 
Director of Canara Bank for a period of three 
years commencing on 26th November, 2001. 

[F. No. 9/17/2000-B.O.I. (iii)] 
RAMESH CHAND, Under Secy. 

srf ft?#, 26 2001 

frr.arr. 3368 :—(#et tr tppW 
1970 ^ W 3 % ( l) % HR 

tfeT ti'T'ft (HWTt Tf 3T3PT Of 3TrRR ) 

srftrRHH, 1970 # mrr 9 # hh-ehtt (3)(h) 
^ 3(fr) aru 5itr?r nrf## sNW gq, 
tura, ^strt at. HnWH Sft wh), ^ st^rc 
arsir^T, sq-srtTitr srter sfft ita 'S'Fe# arfa 
TRT7TH (faTf-tft tr. l0 8, 5Rffr 

"rratfr, tiPTJt:) # 26 H3P37, 2001 ^ # 

arcFsr % ft: 3th rtctrTi^ h aur-firfair 4T-Ht3F?rft 

^ :trfa?r 'rat | i 

[ T T>T. H. 9/17/200Q-#.aft. I(i)] 

Titw amp: hNh 

New Delhi, the 26th November, 2001 

S.O. 3368.—In exercise of the powers conferred 
by sub-section (3)(h) and (3-A) of Section 9 of the 
Banking Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of 
Undertakings) Act, 1970 read with sub-clause (1) of 
Clause 3 of the Nationalised Banks (Management & 
Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 1970, the Central 
Government, hereby nominates Prof. Ghanshayam 


Datt Sharma, Ex-Professor & Head, Department of 
Business Admn. & Dean Faculty of Commerce, 
University of Rajasthan, Jaipur (Resident of A-108, 
Janta Colony, Jaipur) as part-time non-official 
Director of Bank of Maharashtra for a period of 
three years commencing on 26th November, 2001. 

[F. No. 9/17/2000-B.O.I. (i) ] 
RAMESH CHAND, Under Secy. 

h£ ft?#, 27 2001 

*PF.3TT. 3369:—$31 (MW qq mKW 
HW) ?#H, 19 70 % ^ 3 % R7W ( 1 ) # 

hr Hfcr rat ( »pr srtfo tr sk-rh) 

arfafanH, 1970 # HUT 9 # SH-HiTT (3) (tr) 
or 3 (t) sttt stw wfamt vr 5 rn>r rat gq 
%#-<? hr^ir, qn^SiTT 4r swrcr, th- 

(nfa), #^cmThth, (ftrnr), 

532322 3TFW 5T§r?T # 27 2001 H <fW 

SR # ^rFeT % fan 3TFWT if 3T9Ptf ffa 6 HT-HRSI# 

faurti v <r? r< hi fan rat | 1 

[#.H . 9/17/2000-#.#. I] 
rifa Rf?, W hPhh 

New Delhi, the 27th November, 2001 

S.O. 3369.—In exercise of the powers conferred 
by sub-section (3)(h) and (3-A) of Section 9 of the 
Banking Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of 
Undertakings) Act, 1980 read with sub-clause (1) of 
Clause 3 of the Nationalised Banks (Management & 
Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 1980, the Central 
Government, hereby nominates Shri Bendalam 
Prakash, Cultivator, Ramayyaputtuga (Vill.) Kavity- 
mandal, Srikakulam (Dt.), 532 322 A.P. as part-time 
non-official Director of Andhra Bank for a period of 
three years commencing on 27th November, 2001. 

[ F. No. 9/17/2000-B.O.I. ] 
RAMESH CHAND, Under Secy 


HP# HTWfap HffNPT 

(trrafRT HPPPE*£d) 
ftwft, 27 HH*#, 2001 

qiT-.WT. 3370 :—Hffafa HFPP SJJTt ffaTH 1987 % ftHH 7 % HtrffaTH ( l) % STY (u) % H >Rl^- 

5 itt trfaqfaH fttr rtttt $ ft fan HTRfft hr# % f#wr #% <R^rt if ftq hr & w «r ftq 
% fat? HtJ |: 



*3 (il) ] 


twa:ftwi is, 2 ooi/*m?nm24,192s 
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^*T *f • f*F^ IPT *TR^ %t fliqri *flT «T«f 


1 2 


feMV 


1. WTflT^ 102 : 1982 

2 . flflfq;*! 162 : 1980 
3- WT^TT^r 163 ; 1978 

4. ilTftr# 267 : 1976 

5 . wrrftTfr 268 : 1976 

6. 282 : 1982 

7- 290 : 1961 

8. WTftTfl-342 : 1976 

9. WT!^?r 349 : 1981 

10- «nttr# 424 : 1965 

1 1- *rn^r 11 76 1977 

12. trr^tTflr 1404 : 1989 

13 . mt^TT 2420 : 198 5 

14. 2421 : 1981 

15 . infer 2445 : 1984 

16. tfferT 3849 : 1976 

17. tfTfeT 4781 : 1978 

is. *rferr 4796 : 1977 

19- infer 4949 : 1968 

20 . mfe 5 786 (iTR 2 ) : 1982 

21 . infer 5786 (*mr s): 1932 

22 . Wfe 5818 ; 19S8 

23. mfe 6032 : 1971 

24. iTTfe 6033 : 1971 
2 5- mfe 6161 : 1971 
26. HTfe 6677 : 1972 
2 7. Wife 6 842 : 1997 

28 . trfer 6873 (imr 6) : 1993 

29- mfe 6946: 1973 

30- UTfe 7489 ; 1974 

31. mfe 7717 ; 1974 

32. mfe 7875 (m«T l) : 1984 

33. mfe 7875 (WT 2) : 1987 

34. mfe .7875 (UPT 3) : 1987 

35. mfe 7875 (TTPT 4) ; 1983 

36. HTfe 7875 (*mr 5) : 1985 

37. mfe 8465 : 1990 

38. ITTfe 8466 : 1990 

39. mfe 8652 : 1977 
40- mfe 8653: 1977 


mror % TPirqra' ttft 2 , ws 3 , 

(II) Jrqn.m. ferifh; fnf«r mrnfvRr 


=pT.m. 3593fcrte 1962 - 12-01 

^T.m. 658f^TTV 1955-03-26 
TT.srT. 2211 f^PTW 1981-08-22 
'FT.srr, 1595 f^PTfai 1979-05-19 
*pT.in. 1 595 ffeV 1979-05-19 
•PT.WV. 3994 ftpfhfT 1985-08-24 
VT.m. 1267ffep 1962-04-28 
&.VT. 3823 ffep 1979-1 1-24 
m.m, 748 fefe 1985-02-23 
^T.ITT. 1308ffefT 1966-04-30 
%T.W. 3170 ffep 1980-1 1-15 
'FT.^rr, 2346 frPTfai 1980-09-08 
^T.HT. 2241 f?PTPT> 1974-08-31 
VT.m. 2241 ffep 1974-08-31 
m.WT. 296 ffe* 1987-01-31 

m.m. 2505fferr 1979 - 07-21 
vr.srr. 1728 fanrhfr 1981 - 06-13 
’rr.trT. 2118 fanrhp 1980 - 08-09 
^T.HT. 2397ffep 1972-09-02 

TT.Sfr. 3328f^PTi^r 1986-09-27 
%T . If T. 3705 ffelT 1986-1 1-08 
'TTT.m'. 2135 1990-08-1 1 

«FT,STT. 3305ffefT 1972-10-21 
m\uT. 331 8 ffeF 1972-10-21 
VT.HT. 3l63ffefl 1973-11-10 
^T.WT. 1290 ftPTRi 1975-04-26 
^T.STT. 1995ffep 1980-07-26 

'pf.sn. 3668 1986-10-2 5 

m.m. 2557 ffep 1975-08-09 

VT.m. 2858 ffep 1 976-08 07 
'PT.’trr, 3351 few 1978-1 1-25 
Jfn.WT. 0294 1987-01-31 

VT.OT. 1 433 ffeff 1990-05-19 
! 5T.«n, 1430 f^Th^T 1990-05-19 
'FT.arr. 3796 ffetf 1986-1 1-08 
ITT. ITT. 1 553 ffep 1990-06-02 
, PT.WT. 783 frltf) 1980-03-29 
TPT.WT. 1606ffeF 1980-03-1.4 
W. *TT. 211 8 ffefT 1980-08-09 

•FT.Sir. 21 l8ffe(r 1980 - 08-09 


rfenr Jr 

fefn Jr ;r$r 

dfanr *pt f?r4ir 
fefe Hftrfw w Mu 
wswraTrTmrfTfefr gferqffll 
fefq Jr qff 
fefrrJfq^lr 
fenr Jrq^f 
3ferJrn$r 
ffer mrwfJrar irm 
sfer Jr^ 

mfer 14890 : 2001 arcrirfTnfe - 
mfe 14890 : 2001 irrTwrMfw 
mfe 2322 : 1998 inrr irMfe 
mfe - 14891:2001 STTT tTfiPfifan 

mfe 14892: 2 ooiffro!rfin>fJrfr 
mftjrr 14892 :2001 anrairfo’fer 

mfe 3854: 1 997 JTlfelfelfe 

ffe mnrfmr wr 
f^m mrqfmr qqrr 
^nfr»r *r 

mfe 14891 : 2001ffRUrMPm 
mfe 14891 : 2001 

>T 5 mmrr fenr Jr ^ 

mfe 14890 : 2001 jrrtTirfrr’ffe' 

mfe 6873%WM»iwf Jrsrttfrnt 

trr^r 10052 (m^ 2) : 1999 Jr 
iriMr %f 

xnfzu 9537 (mir 6) ; 2000 irt 

Vfd’tfJTd 

Mir tnr^f^r imr 
ff w srs^Tf^jT iptt 
TrPrffr htt Mjt 
TRHW f sfj|% ^rT Mq- 
Trfirfd' q»T Mq 
^rTfqniqr 
TrfJrfd’ q>T fJMqr 

STTfqrr 14667 : 1999 IRTSrfiPFM 

i486 7 : i999arcr*rMfa?T 

14890 : 2001 BHTsrMfmT 
14890; 2001 SmtlMfoRT 
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4>T.W. 2271 favTHP 1981-08-29 


41. 5|T^r 8899 : 1978> 

42. 9054 : 1983 

43- WT&tf 9069 : 1979 

44. ^trfr 9312 : 1979 

45. 9709 : 1980 

46. Wtft(€ 9750 : 1981 

47. 9849 ■ 1981 


48. srrf'Tff 100 52 ('tmr 3) : 1983 

49. sftl^T 10052 ('4FT 4) : 1984 

50. Wi^r 10052 (wr 5 ) : 1986 

51. 100 52 (WI 6) : 19’92 

52. aflftrtf 1 0052 (<TPT 7) : 1992 

53 . 10184 : 1982 

54. 10474 : 1983 

55. 10761 : 1983 

56. 11187 : 1985 

57. Wl^T 11412: 1986 

58. SJTftTtT 12708 : 1988 


JW.STT. 0295-ferN> 1987-01-31 
iFT.STT. 1342f^TW 1982-04-03 
TT.m. 0219fipTPP 1984-01-21 
tfT.Srr. 4242 f^FTPP 1984-12-08 
W.m. 4412feTiT 1984-12-15 
^T.stn. 1747fcrhf 19-96-06-15 


^fT.sn. 3669 1986-10-25 

’Pt.WT. 0296f47TRT 1987-0 1-31 

VT.an 7 . 1 42 7'feJTRT 1 990*0 5-1 9 

VT.m. 2 3 31 199-2-0 9-0 5 

HpT-3TT. 16l4-f?T3T*P 19 94-0 7M6 

sfTT.arr. 3477faTFP 198-5-07-27 
«PT.?TF. 2891 1986-08-16 

JpT.m. 0701 fcTW 1987-02-14 
<rr.«TT. 0701 fro 1987-03-14 


WTfrrff. l 4924 : 2001 S17T 

wrCirtr 14667: 2001 am wf^ftra 

3TT^ 14667 : 1 9 9 9 5TO Wfa’pfRrr 
14891 : 2001 
14924 : 2001 urt< r1^pf*Rr 

'srrttrg- 14890:2001 <*rt 
« rr$Rr 9873 (vrpr 1 ) : 2000 / 
8124-1-.2000 # 

ioo 5-2 («rrn 2)-: 1.9495m 

wrcr^pfKfr 

100 32- (*TPl 2-)- : 19>99 jm 

ssrfcpFfacr 

10052 (vft 2): 19993m 

®rr^r 10032 (vrm 2 ) : 1999 am 

10 0-52 (vm- 2 ) : 1999 3m 

■y fr|9>f6?l 

vrim 14924 : 200i3m5rf<nrfRrr 
flfafo «Pl fav'jT 
WlfOTT 14890: 2001 

cPfrffaff #fif «pt ffufa 
fmv ?rsrafer ocrr 

12552: 1990imwftPflf*l , tf 


^°%.sr.Fr./l3 ^7 
6-eftur sm, wqr 


*FT.?rr. 1 538 fipTfiF 1990-06-02 
afT.aTi. 2347PnrN> 1990-09-08 


MINISTRY OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS AND PUBLIC DISTRIBUTION 
(Department of Consumer Affairs) 

(Bureau of Indian Standards) 

New Delhi, the 27th November, 2001 

S. O. 3370.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian 
Standards Rules, 1987, it is, hereby notified that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are men¬ 
tioned in the Schedule given hereafter, have been cancelled and stand withdrawn. 


SCHEDULE 


SI. No. ,& Year of the Indian 
No. Standards Cancelled 


(1) W 

1 IS 102;1982 

2 IS 162.1980 

3 IS 163:1978 

4 IS 267:1976 

5 IS 268;1976 


S. O. No. & Date published 
in the Gazette of Indian, Pa rt-II, 
Seetioti-3, Sub-section (ii) 

G) 

S. O. 3593 dated 1962-12-01 
S. O. 658 dated 1955-03-26 
S. 0.2211 dated 1981-08-22 
S. O. 1.595 dated 1979-05-19 
S'. O. 1595 dated 1979-05-19 


Remarks 


( 4 ) 

----..._ 

It is not in use 

It is not in use 
It is not in use 

Decision of Technical Committee 
Decision of Technical Committee 
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E*n«! a (ii)'] 

( 1 ) ( 2 ) 


■mtsm w»pwr -fawns, anon l vv«m at'rasa 

(3) 


S. O. 3994 dated 1985-08*24 


6 

IS 

282:1982 



7. 

IS 

290:1961 



8. 

IS 

342:1976 



9. 

IS 

349:1981 



10. 

IS 

424:1965 



11. 

IS 

1176:1977 




IS 

1404:1989 



13. 

IS 

2421:1981 



14. 

IS 

2420:1985 



15, 

IS 

2445:1984 



16. 

IS 

3849:1976 



17 

IS 

4781:1978 



18. 

IS 

4796:1977 



19. 

IS 

4949:1968 



20. 

IS 

5786-(Part 1 

):1982 

21. 

IS 

5786 (Part 8): 1982 

22. 

IS 

5818:1988 



23. 

IS 

6032:1971 



24. 

IS 

6033:1971 



25. 

IS 

6161:1971 



26. 

IS 

6677:1972 



27. 

IS 

6842:1997 



28. 

IS 

6873 (Part 

6): 

993 

29. 

IS 

6946:1973 



30. 

IS 

7489:1974 



31. 

IS 

7717:1974 



32. 

IS 

7875 (Part 

1) 

1984 

33. 

IS 

7875 (Part 

2) 

: 1987 

34. 

IS 

7875 (Part 

3) 

: 1987 

35. 

IS 

7875 (Part 

4) 

: 19S3 

36. 

IS 

7875 (Part 

5) 

: 1985 

37. 

IS 

8465:1990 



38. 

IS 

8466:1990 



39. 

IS 

8652:i977 



40. 

IS 

8653:1977 



41. 

IS 

8899:1978 



42- 

IS 

9054:1983 



43. 

IS 

9069:1979 



44. 

IS 

9312:1979 



45. 

IS 

9709:1980 



46. 

IS 

9750:1981 



47. 

IS 

9849:1981 




S. O. 1267 dated 1962-04-28 
S. 0.3823 dated 197.9-11-24 
S. O. 748 dated 1985-02-23 
S. O. 1308 dated 1966-04-30 
S.O, 3170 dated 1980-11-15 
S. O. 2346 dated 1990-09-08 
S. O, 2241 dated 1974-08-31 
S.O. 2241 dated 1974-Q8-31 
S. O. 296 dated 1987-01-31 
S. O. 2505 dated 1979-07-21 
S.O. 1728 dated 1981-06-13 
S.O. 2118 datzd 1980-08-09 
S. O. 2397 dated 1972-09-02 

S. O. 3328 dated 1986-09-27 
S. O. 3795 dated 86-11-08 
S.O. 2135 dated 1990-08-11 
S. O. 3305 dated 1972-10-21 
S.O. 3318 dated 1972-10-21 
S.O. 3163 dated 1973-11-10 
S.O. 1290 dated 1975-04-26 
S. O. 1995 dated 1980-07-26 

S. O. 3668 dated 1986-10-25 

S. O. 2557 dated 1974-08-09 

S. O. 2858 dated 1976-08-07 
S. O. 3351 dated 1978-11-25 
S.O. 0294 dated 1987-01-31 
S. O. 1433 dated 1990-05-19 
S. O. 1430 dated 1990 05-19 
S.O, 3796 dated 1986-11-08 
S. O. 1553 dated 1990-06-02 
S. O. 783 dated 1980-03-29 
S, O. 1606 dated 1980-03-14 
S.O. 2118 dated 1980-08-09 
S. O. 2118 dated 1980-08-09 
S. O. 2271 dated 1981-08-29 
S. O. 0295 dated 87-01-31 
S. O. 1342 dated 82-04-03 
S. O. 0219 dated 1984-01-21 
S. O. 4242 dated 1984-12-08 
S. O. 4412 dated 1984-12-15 
S.O. 1747 dated 1996-06-15 


_ _ 

Product is no more in use in 
the Country 
It is not in use 
It is not in use 
It is not in use 
It is,not in use 
Subject has become obsolete 
It is not in use 

Superseded by IS 14890:2001 
Superseded by IS 14890:2001 
Superseded by IS 2322:1998 
Superseded by IS 14891:2001 
Superseded by IS 14892:2001 
Superseded by IS 14852:2001 
Requirements covered in IS 3854: 
1997 

Subject has become obsolete 
Subject has become obsclole 
It is not in use 

Superseded by IS 14891-.2001 
Superseded by IS 14891:2001 
These standards are not in use 
Superseded by IS 14890:2001 
Requirements covered in various 
parts of IS 6873 
Requirements covered in 
IS 10052 (Part 2) : 1999 
Superseded by IS 9537 (Part 6): 
2000 

Subject has become cbsolete 
Subject has become obsolete 
Decision of Technical Committee 
Decision of Technical Committee 
Decision of Technical Corrmiitce 
Decision of Technical Committee 
Decision of Technical Committee 
Superseded by 14667:1999 
Superseded by 14667:1999 
Superseded by IS 14890:2(01 
Superseded by IS 14890 rCC 1 
Superseded by 14924:2001 
Superseded by IS 14667:1999 
Superseded by 14667:1999 
Superseded by IS 14891:2001 
Superseded by 14924:2001 
Superseded by IS 14890:2001 
Requirements covered in the 
IS 9873 (Part 1) : 2001/ISO 
8124-12000 
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IS 10052 (Part 3)Tl983 

49, IS 10052 (Part 4) : 1984 

50. IS 10052 (Part 5) : 1986 
51- IS 10052 (Part 6) : 1992 

52. IS 10052 (Part 7) : 1993 

53. IS 10184:1982 

54. IS 10474:1983 

55. IS 10761:1983 

56. IS 11187:1985 

57. IS 11412:1986 

58. IS 12708:1988 


S. O.. 3669 dated~1986-10-25 

S. Q. 0296 dated 1987-01-31 

S.O. 1427 dated 1990-05-19 

S. O. 2331 dated 1992-09-05 

S. O. 1614 dated 1994-07-16 

S. O. 3477 dated 85-07-27 
S.O. 2891 date- 1986-08-16 
S. O. 0701 dated 1987 03-14 
S. O. 0701 dated 1987-03-14 
S.O. 1538 dated 1990-06-02 
S.O. 2347 dated 1990-09-08 


Superseded by IS 10052 (Part 2): 
1999 

Superseded by IS 1005^ (Part 2): 
1999 

Superseded by IS 1C052 (Part 2): 
1999 

Superseded by IS 1C052 (Fait 2): 
1999 

Superseded by IS 10052 (Part 2): 
1999 

Superseded by 14924:2001 
Decision of Technical Committee 
Superdseded by IS 14890:2001 
Decision of Technical Committee 
Subject has become obsolete 
Superseded by IS 12552:1990 


[No. CMD/13 : 7] 

SATISH CHANDER, Addl. Dirtector General 
2 8 WIT, 2001 

fu, m. 3371:—’JTfVfta TfFfP I’jrt faqq 1987 7 % #TW (l) % (*?) % JPJ1TT&T 

if vrrafbr qtqp aq^ tpmm trfdqf-qq *rerr $ to fspr *ft% tr-jgqf it faq 

t ?4ffq?f qtr | 

q~r farter frre tor (^i) tT toi qf qrctor vrv srer wfaqfaq qrafa wrtot fafa 

tfrto rtrqqj tmr qtoPf, qfo tfrif it, qft 

ttotr 3ik 

T0~ (2) (3) (4) 


1 . STi’fqtf 228 (ROT 12 ) : 2001— 228 : 1959 2001-06-30 

^Tfrf % Trerqfap *pt Tsfaqr qrq 

12 r -¥r fan t»* - 3 ^ 

qrpq if TT tffqtlj qan^fr 

^rrr H’qfrq qr fa-itor ( o. o i it 5.0 ttPirpT 
n'4 ito % to* ) 

(q’tor ^rpteiiif) 

2. Wli'W 2<}0 : 2001—• 260 : 196 9 2001-06-30 

4 Nrfrf'T h' 4 —fqfafc 

3. Tb$n*T 1410 : 2001— 1410 : 1983 2001-07-31 

qpqrft—'-r.ftqT # Tfent—fatoffcg: 

(tftarr jrtst'p) 

4 . Wif^^r 1760 (qrp 6 ) : 2001-- 1760: 1962 2001-05-31 

^mi qm, sY-itor^: nq trorfft qrr 

TmiqPrtr 

*tt ff e qqq firfrm qtr fattfaq 

* 


[WwlT-^r 3 HO] . . «nTW!WOTKr:ftsiT^ 15 1 200l/ww^ 24,1923 7441 



5. STT^nir 1917 (flPI 7 ) : 2001— snfqH 1917 : 1 962 2001-06-30 

wrw or fwr^witw so wrwiofao: 

farefenrw 

if-r STwifet ;m zrstffeor 

; to fw jffew 

(o^rswfesTW) 

6- cr.'fo.W 1964: 2001—. tfrftitf 1 964 : 1 970 2001-06-30 

sw? % srfw wo oteT: e^owr wot ofa ofer: 

<•; : 7r^ % ffSWWIW % failfw ^t fwfETOt 

(^nr^r^nTr) 

7. *n$t>W 2334 : 2001— Wrfnw 2334 : 1 975 2001-06-30 

WOTf^ Siqfeff |§ Wif T»W aft felfew 

OW 3fk otfeo 

(?7T7r T/RtStH ) 

8 . *T(fOW 5182 ( WOT 21 ): 2001— 2001-06-30 

ofj wfr o^ffe 

WOT 21 OH 00 feffetfT im 070 if feoW 
fiffr-rr-^o «iw wwwr 

9- WlfOH 9176 : 2001— (Tf^A 91 76 : i»/ a 2001-06-30 

fawn $fefa?fasft wrow Hoonor oft *rr4- 
sofewr oft srfastrftcT 
$WfOT ) 

10. wri^w 9296 : 2001— Wr&H 9296 : 1979 , 2001-06-30 

otet wor w«r¥ fecowreft orr fofferw hot tzt - 

T-3TW—Opfefef ffeSTWT 

(«r$5rrg!T<ta'»r) 

11. WI^H 9397 : 2001— Wr^H 9397 : 1 980 2001-06-30 

wottso fwrew ro orsfeo—wrsffeo cr%ret?°r 

WH-wlofTf ho offero oafaot 

(ofHr ^wfeww) 

12. TTf^H 9567 : 2001— (TP^H 9567 : 1980 2001-06-30 

few afk few-w* fefaw #it wrr—ferferffer 

(offer frfefew ) 

13- (rr^WH 10238 : 2001— feP^W 1023 8 : 1982 20.01-06-30 

her Hrtnft-w^kfT waw wroTfH’wrw HTwwoff 
|g few wrrwfe—faffefer 
(offer 'jWTferw) 


14. Wlfofe 10364 : 2001— fer^Jfe 1 0364 : 1982 2001-06-30 

w^fe fefercr % fair arrvw Wife fe^feswwrw 
W t^ffe—felOIfe 
(offer 50 tffew ) 

3707 GI|2001—2 
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U) ___ (2) _^__ 

15. 1 1852 ( RR 7 ): 2001— 

^fiR-S^ 3fk »fnR Sfwn^ft 

*tr 7 TnRRttftss <rs strt 

’rtmvzfa 

(«t^tt gercterer) 

16. srrfef 14665 (*IPT 4/*R. 1 9 ) 2001 

farm rrH frres 1 

'flrpr 4RSV 

sr. i fres arere 

4 

sr . 2 fare ’rrf**' rt ifj4i 
tpj. 3 fares «pit r>k, *pr sfaerfare? r,* 
faStJPT 

SR. 4 I’m rtwt fmr^f tre sfafawn 
sr . s feres farwfcr 

sa 

sr;. a fares-sY* nsrTerrfRR^fRret^^wf 
7 feresRrffart»ar St 
sr. 8 fares Rrt s# 
sre. 9 fares ^5 fareere: ^ si^ierer gfarer 

17. VtiVtf 14885 : 2001— 

gftr % fare 'TrfarfRrfaffa' reTtf 

M *fas ' 


, _ (») _ . 

STT^ff 11852 ( KIR 7 ,) : 1995 


arrfoTt 7759 ; 1975 , 

9803: 1981, 

9878 : 1981, 10191: 1982, 
10448: 1983, 10913 : 1984, 
1 1615: 1986, 1 1633: 198C 
afft 11706 : 1986 


18. STf^R 14919 : 2001— 

SRTefaffaT WTR—SIS STVT afpR 3T9R % 39- 
JfTTR—TTRRT ST^MITT 

19. tn^er 14922 : 2001— 

VRffaPP qYfapp % SRt*T 4TR Rf- 

farfa (R>fre?rsfareT, RffaiHm, 9>t?refH 
srefa, wrefHrer, <rrreiHR sfk whi# 
9TO 

20. STT^rr 14923 : 2001— 

resfrow* 1, 2, TTf^ir^i 2, 2, 4-^r^fRwr 

( ^wj;)—farfaifas 

21. STi^T 1492 7 (WR 2 ):2001— 

farenr #ms $ fare rerre sfrs re%ft 

Raftr 

RR 2 %JPT !RFT tR <T3%—^Wtff 9R 

37 tfrfaPT TS % fafTT Rtf&r 

22. 3TT^R 149 31 : 2001 

srrfrsrereft ’TO-faftrfas 

23. 14932 : 2001 

srre—farftrfe 

24. WT^R 14933 : 2001— 


(4)_ 

2001-05-31 


2001-06-30 


2001-07-31 


2001-06-30 


2001-06-30 


2001-07-31 


2001-05-31 


2001-05-31 

2001-5- 31 


srfre wr vref ^ fare 3 ^r *re *far ffar— 

fafaffaS 


209 1-06-30 




3 (ii)] »rrorfris, ^ooi/^ptt 24 , 1.923 
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( 1 ) ( 2 ) 

(3) 

(4) 

25- Wlfqw 14935 : 2001— 

— 

2Q4PQ6-30 

26. !TT%r 14937; 2001— 

JT^fPTTRT, f —faftlfe: 

— 

2P01-96-30 

27. trr^r 14938 : 2001— 

vnwftaitT f*T<rr? $r, —Wwrfe 

— 

2001-05-31 

28. «rrftnfT 14939 : 2001— 

*rwtaitT fimw f ift — faftrfe 

— 

?0QH 6 " 3 

29. <nfl^ 14941 : 2001— 

vflffaf&r, i — faforfe 

— 

JOO lrfl6-3 i 

30. «TT%r 14944 : 2001— 

wr W%:nr *n$rr qfexrt — Td4m q^foiri 

— 

2001-05-3] 

31- wrftril 14948 : 2001— 

trr-ftTM aptamr u'-flpft, sWw, *t*tt ?r«n^Ti 
(Irr ff*rr Tstiv) —f^rfarfe 


MW<5'3) 

32. 14949 : 2001— 

?qfT3r snjfVfirw ^ tffif (f'sF'r)—fafarfe 

—i 

20Ol;fl5-^ 

33- WT^Er 14950 : 2001— 

jjmf 5 $ 5i^r ^ft *rtr w*nr ?rft— 

forfirfte 

<R7$qiT 2345:1985, 2883: 1985, 

2884: 1979, 3850 : 1973, 

3851 : 1968, 3852 : 1988, 
3853:1985,4302:1985, 

5198 : 1985, 5199 : 1985, 

5471 : 1969, 572 : 1985, 

5736: 1985*ftT 

OTfqs 8836 : 1986 

2 091-0 7-31 

34. ?Tl%r 14951 : 2001— 

i 35smr *r?r *rf«T 
wm«tr—fafarfe 


2001-05-31 

35- 14957 : 2001— 

fsnr?ft <r ot »t 5Tjw 
sjfarer 


2,001-06-3 0 

36. 14958 (<m 1 ) : 2001— 

factor *pt «fmf — qqft^ir qftw «rrf jptW 

f^rrfnT t*T isfaifr IpOTT 

*TPT 1 Vii «PT 


2001-06-30 

37- *nfq^T 14958 (^Pl 2 ): 2001— 

%*r ^ *r#—TT^i^r qf^ ^ jrsfcr 
^ jq farfor ^nr 'rafatf ^wr 

#T^TT 

vn^T 2 ufasri 


2001-06-30 
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38. 14958 ( 3 ): 2001— — 2001-06-30 

faffW %JT kT *P7T—qfcqy JJTfPT 

fTOT JtT fanffa JlB q^faTTt ^WT 

yT-yyf 

vim 3 toPt yyy 

39- 14958 (vim 4 ): 2001— — 200-1-06-30 

fyww Jkr 3y *Pr#—Rfffpsr Tfvry <rrr# snf,q- 
«f?T& jrr farTOT $R tREfayt 1JWT 
yRyyr 

vrm 4 gwr ^1 ‘%'tr yfir^y 

40. STT^y 14961 : 2001— — 2001-07-31 

., .<T3n»i ^?rr y bo r spy yyfjy Metert^t? 

% yy Ti yi;fyy «PRir—ypfsyf fysiy 

41. WT^By 14963 : 2001— — 2001-06-30 

iwifwi yk ittpifw yy—J or yk $pr: 

% rtt —yyy vrteo, 3urt tfk 

qrTyyrr yfyyiffyf to yfm fafairt 


42- wrfay 14964: 2001— 

«p*yr sr*pifvT»P tit— sjk % <>%£ % ym ykr- 
vfwfrr— 1 TfrJiRr My yk Mkrty 

yrltry 14965 : 2001— 

%R vfR $rr % yvra yTl«IR--JrR Tk 1* TT- 
yktf yftwy MMr —pjry 

44. *n^ 14966 : 2001— 

wiPvi^f yk sprkrr wrri»r—'mfwRfw 
kkry q-afyirr-y^TyF^yrsri^ryy 
yrorT yk y«P 3 Rrr yr tort 

45- yrfiry 14967 : 2001— 

WiftiTt yk sryrfw —qyMmfty kt- 

«y qgjfyyf—#jq« My to yk MM?! to 

yT 3^rr 

47- srrftry 14974 : 2001— 

finrc yk yyyrfyyryf ira yyy Jr to 
ym—ymiyryn: Mf sfm Mr 

48 - wr^y 14980 (unr i ): 2001— 

frfa tpm ^ if^q- yryr fax m wkrfay 

yyynR 

vnvr 1 rnwr bv yfa; yk <frr fM yryrfy%y 


2001-06-31 


2001-06-30 


2001-06-30 


2001-06-30 


7-001-06- 30 


2001-07-31 


49. Wif^y 14980 (VITO 2 ) : 2001— 

fM ymr|g yffo yiyr yy yrrtMr 
ym 2 fare yy^wR % fy^ ktf 


2001-07-31 



*rrTw* ptTF smiforar is, 2ooi /wnm »r 24,192. 
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[*rmll —3 (ii) ] 


(l)_ ( 2 ) _ (3) (*) _ 

50. wrfq^r 14988 (<mr 1 ) : 2001— — 2001-07-31 

sanr^ffr srrfn: ^ ^ 

fwr Tfj'TR tfk % 

faT wmi «refcr 

wr 1 7^7nr qafa 

S7T TERR 7 RET *f?f 7R7f 7TTtfR 77777 ®TTt 71777 777 9 TflfT; RT7T7T7 7f 1 10002, 

tffefftf 77I7??r7f 7 h fecfr, 77>5R7Rfr, 7^l7T, 77T, 7 Rf ff7T 7737 7777777 5T$7TRT7, JPffiV, Tt'TRT, 777TPR, 
77Tff[7i, |7Tf7T7, 5T7JC, 97RJC, qZTT, 777 fa^RRRUTR 7 fapft tg W % I 

[*T. %. 7. fa./i3 : . 2 ] 

7cft7 77ET, 777 7^7^777 


lS'ow Delhi, the 28th November, 2001 


S.O. 3371.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules 
1987, the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in 
the Schedule hereto annexed have been established on the date indicated against each: 

SCHEDULE 

SI. No. & Year of the Indian Standards Established 

No. & Year of Indian 

Date of 

No. 

Standards, if any, 
Superseded by the 

New Indian Standard 

Establishment 

1 2 

3 

4 

1. IS 228 (Pt 12) : 2001—Methods of Chemical Analysis of Steels 

Part 12 : Determination of Manganese by Periodate Spcctrophoto- 
metric Method in Plain Carbon, Low Alloy and High Alloy Steds 
(For Manganese 0.01 to 5.0 Percent) 

(Fourth Revision) 

IS 228 : 1959 

200 J-06-30 

2. IS 260 : 2001—Aluminium Sulphate, Non-Ferric—Specification 
(Second Revision) 

IS 260 : 1969 

2001-06-30 

3. IS 1410 : 2001—Textiles—Coir Ropes—Specification 
(Third Revision) 

IS 1410 : 1983 

2001-07-31 

4. IS 1760 (Pt 6) : 2001—Chemical Analysis of Limestone, 

Dolomite and Allied Materials Part 6 : Determination of Free 
Silica 

IS 1760 : 1962 

2001-05-31 

5. IS 1917 (Pt 7) : 2001—Chemical Analysis of Quartzite and High 
Silica Sand Part 7 : Determination of Titania by Spectropho- 
tometric Method 
(First Revision) 

IS 1917 : 1962 

2001-06-30 

6. IS 1964 : 2001—Textiles—Methods for Determination of mass 

Per Unit Length and Mass Per Unit Area of Fabrics 
(Second Revision) 

IS 1964 : 1970 

2001-06-30 

7. IS 2334 : 2001—ISO General Purpose Metric Screw Threads— 
Gauges and Gauging 
(Second Revision) 

IS 2334 : 1975 

2001-06-30 

8. IS 5182 (Pt 21) : 2001—Methods for Measurement of Air 

Pollution Part 21 : Non-Methane Hydrocarbons in Air by Gas 
Chromatography 


2001-06-30 

9. IS 9176 : 2001—Expression of the Performance of Electrical 
and Electronic Measuring Equipment 
(First Revision) 

, IS 9176 : 1979 

2001-06-30 
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1 


2 


3 


4 


10. IS 9296 : 2001—Inspection and Maintenance of Dams and 
Appurtenant Structures—Guidelines 

(First Revision) 

11. IS 9397 : 2001—Alpine Skis and Bindings—Binding Mounting 
Area—Requirements and Test Methods 

(First Revision) 

12. IS 9567 : 2001—Tin or Tin-Lead Coated Copper Wire- 
Specification 

(First Revision) 

13. IS 10238 : 2001—Fasteners—Threaded Steel Fasteners—Step 
Bolls for Steel Structures—Specification 

(First Revision) 

14. IS 10364 : 2001—Snap Type Back Covers and Bezel for Watch 
Cases—Dimensions 


IS 9296 : 1979 

IS 9397 : 1980 

IS 9567 : 1980 

IS 10238 : 1982 

IS 10364 ; 1982 


2001-06-30 

2001-06-30 


2001-06-30 


2001-06-30 

2001-06-30 


15. IS 11852 (Pt 7) : 2001—Automotive Vehicles—Brakes and 
Braking Systems Part 7 : Inertia Dynamometer Test Method for 
Brake Lining 

(First Revision) 

16. IS 14665 (Pt 4/Scc 1 to 9) ; 2001—Electric Traction Lifts 

Part 4 : Components Section 1 Lift Buffers Section 2 Lift Guide 
Rails and Guide Shoos Section 3 Lift Carframe, Car Counter¬ 
weight and Suspension Section 4 Lift Safety Gears and Governors 
Section 5 Lift Retiring Cam Section 6 Lift Doors and Locking 
Devices and Contacts Section 7 Lift Machines and Breakes 
Section 8 Lift Wire Ropes Section 9 Controller and 
Operating Devices for Lifts 

17. IS 14885 : 2001—Polyethylene Pipes for the Supply of Gaseous 
Fulcs—Specification 

18. IS 14919 ; 2001—Inland Vessels—Raft—Type Life—Saving 
Apparatus—General Requirements 

19. IS 14922 ; 2001—Multiresidue Methods for the Determination 
of Organophosphorus Compounds (Monocrothophos, Anil of os, 
Phosalone, Temephos, Isazophos, Triazophos and Chlorpyrifos) 

20. IS 14923 : 2001—Polymerized 1, 2, Dihydro 2, 2, 4-Trimethyl 
Quinoline (TMQ)—Specification 

21. IS 14927 (Pt 2) : 2001—Cable Trunking and Ducting Systems 
for Electrical Installations Pait 2 : Cable Trunking and Ducting 
Systems Ii tended for Mounting on Walls or Ceilings 

22. IS 14931 : 2001—Fireworks Wheel —Specification 

23. IS 14932 : 2001—Sulfamic Acid—Specification 

24. IS 14933 : 2001—High Pressure Fire Fighting Hose—Specification 

25. IS 14935 : 2001—Oxyfluorfen EC—Specification 

26. IS 14937 : 2001—Triazophos Emulsiflable Concentrate— 
Specification 

27. IS 14938 : 2001 Diclofop Methyl, Technical—Specification 

28. IS 14939 : 2001—Diclofop Mthyl EC—Specification 

29. IS 14941 : 2001—Carbosulfan EC—Specification 

30. IS 14944 : 2001—Surgical Dressings—Methods of Test 

31. IS 14948 : 2001—Paint Coal Tar Epoxy, Two Pack, Black and 
Brown (Base and Hardner)—Specification 

32. IS 14949 : 2001—Accelerated Freeze Dried Prawns (Shrimps)— 
Specification 


IS 11852 (Pt 7) : 1995 2001-0S-31 


IS 7759 : 1975, 2001-06-30 

9803 : 1981, 9878 : 198] 

10191 : 1982, 10448,: 1983 
10913 : 1984 11615 : 1986 
11633 : 1986 & 

IS 11706 : 1986 


20014)7-31 

2001-06-30 

2001-06-30 

20014)7-31 

2001-05-31 


2001455-31 

2001-05-31 

2001-06-30 

2001-06-30 

2001-06-30 

2001-05-31 

2001-06-30 

20014)6-30 

2001-05-31 

2001-06-30 

2001-05-31 
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(1)_(2)___ ___ (3) 

33. IS 14950 ; 2001—Fish—Dried and Dry—Salted—Specification — 

34. IS 14951 : 2001—Fire Extinguisher—135 Litres Capacity —- 

Mechanical Foam Type—Specification 

35. IS 14957 : 2001—Aerial Devices with Insulating Boom used — 

Live working 

36. IS 14958 (Pt 1) : 2001—Firiancia] Transaction Cards—Security — 

Architecture of Financial Transaction Systems using Integrated 
Circuit Cards 

Part 1 : Card Life Cycle 

37. IS 14958 (Pt 2) : 2001—Financial Transaction Cards—Security — 

Architecture of Financial Transaction Systems Using Integrated 
Circuit Cards 

Part 2 : Transaction Process 

38. IS 14958 (Pt 3) : 2001—Financial Transaction Cards—Security — 

Architecture of Financial Transaction Systems Using Integrated 
Circuit Cards 

Part 3 : Cryptographic Key Relationships 

39. IS 14958 (Pt 4) : 2001—Financial Transaction Cards—Security — 

Architecture of Financial Transaction Systems Using Integrated 
Circuit Cards 

Part 4 : Security Application Modules 

40. IS 14961 : 2001—Guidelines for Rain Water Harvesting in — 

Hilly Areas by Roof Water Collection System 

41. IS 14963 : 2001—Optics and Optical Instruments—Laser and — 
Laser—Related Equipment—Test Methods for Laser Beam Power, 

Energy and Tempporal Characteristics 

42. IS 14964 : 2001—Raw Optical Glass—Grindability with — 

Diamond Pellets—Test Method and Classification 

43. IS 14965 : 2001—Laserr and Laser—Related Equipment—Test — 

methods —for Laser Beam Parameters—Polarization 

44. IS 14966 : 2001—Optics and Optical Instruments—Environ- — 

mental Test Methods—Combined Bounce or Steady—State 
Acceleration and Dry Heat or Cold 

45. IS 14967 : 2001—Optics and Optical Instruments—Phviron- 
Meftrtal Test Methods—Combined LoW Pressure and Ambient 
Temperature or Dry Heat 

46. IS 14973 : 2001—Measurement of Fluid Flow in Closed — 

Conduits—Velocity Area Method Using Pilot Static Tubes 

47. IS 14974 : 2001—-Liquid Flow Measurement in Open Channels — 
by Weirs and Flumes—Rectangular Broad-Crested Weirs 

48. IS 14980 (Pt 1) : 2001—Agricultural Wheled Tractors— _ 

Front—Mounted Equipment 

Part 1 : Power Take-off and Three-point Linkage 

49. IS 14980 (Pt 2) : 2001—Agricultural Wheelced Tractors— _ 

Front-Mounted Equipment 

Part 2 : Stationary Equipment Cohfiectibfis 


744 r 

(4) _ 

2001-07-31 

2001-05-31 

2001-06-30 

2001-06-30 

2001-06-30 

2001-06-30 

2001-06-30 

2001-07-31 

2001-06-30 

2001-06-30 

2001-06-30 

2001-06-30 


2001-06-30 

2001-06-30 

2001-06-30 

2001-07-31 

2001-07-31 
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50. IS 14988 (Pt 1) : 2001—Microbiology of Food and Feeding 2001-07 -31 

Stuffs—Horizontal Method for Detection and Enumeration of 
l isteria monocyptogenes 
Part 1 : Detection Method 

Copy of these standards are available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9, 
Bahadur Shah Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110 002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Calcutta, Chandigarh, 
Chennai, Mumbai and also Branch Offices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, 
Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur, Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 

[No. CMD/13 : 21 
SATISH CHANDER, Addl. Director General 

nf 28 n^TT, 3001 


4Tf.!Tf. 337 2-—4TCfPT mnCi^it farpT, 1987% fam 7 % INfanTf ( l) % m (*f ) % if ffinT 

s’j'd tpTTSnr nfaqfnn |f% nti trnniT it fit ni ntnnr(%t) if nitstn fanr nnr §/f%l nit $: 

srntjir 


nwrr 

nitfan nrottn ntn s it .iwi ite ni 

5 inn ir n«nr ik ftfn 

niton nrn ?Yn it fnfi 

(i) 

(2) 


(3) 

(4) 

i. 

2 79 : 

1981 

nikni. 2,55 2001 

2001-06-30 

2. 

Sfffan 450 : 

2000 

nitenn. 1,552001 

2001-06-30 

3. 

mtt>n 1117 

: 197 5 

nitnnn. 1, «rsfnr 2001 

2001-04-30 

4. 

1989- 

: 1987 

iitnn of. 6, win 2001 

2001-04-30 

5. 

ntfon 1977 

: 1996 

niknn. 1,55 2001 

2001-06-30 

6. 

sn^tn 2002 

: 1992 

iitnnn. 3,355 2001 

2001-06-30 

7- 

W.fnn 200 2 

: 1999 

nit an i. 1,55 2001 

2001-06-30 

8. 

mi 05 2171 

: 1999 

nitnnn. i,sr4n2ooi 

2001-04-30 

9- 

2 553 

(■nil 1 ) 1990 

nitann. 2,55 2001 

2001-06-30 

10. 

2 84 0 

1993 

5inn 5. 1,55 2001 

2001-06-30 

11. 

SfitftH 309 7 

1980 

nitnn 5. 3,355 2001 

2001-06-30 

1 2. 

STi$J,n 3 73 5 

1996 

iitann. 2,mom 2001 

2001-08-31 

13. 

mitn 3730 

1995 

niton n. 2, tm*o 2001 

2001-08-31 

1 4. 

STifO.n 39 70 

1995 

nitann. 3 , *m*n 2001 

2001-08-31 

15. 

ST.fOpT 3 9 89 

1984 

n.itann. 3,55 2001 

2001-06-30 

10. 

it fnn 4401 

1995 

nitann. i,trkr20oi 

2001-04-30 

1 7. 

Tf.fn.n 482 6 

1979 

nmiann. 3,^55 2001 

2001-06-30 

18. 

mfnn 5980 

1992 

nitan n. 5,55 2001 

2001-06-30 

19. 

m-fpn 0240 

1999 

niton 5. 1,55 2001 

2001-06-30 

20. 

mfnn 0331 

1987 

nitann. 1,552001 

2001-06-30 

21. 

mi^n 7098 (nrn 3) 1993 

nitann. i,nnti 2001 

2001-07-31 

22. 

m15n 7220 

: 1974 

nitann. 2,55 2001 

2001-06-30 

23. 

ITtfnn 7 538 

1996 

nitann. 1,552001 

2001-06-30 

24. 

mi&n as? 3 

: 1998 

nitann. 2, 2001 

2001-07-31 




fflWf INrrtf? 3 (ri>] 

mrrTTTnrnw:^r^ri 5 ,2ooifanpnr 24,1923 
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(i) ( 2 ) 

( 3 ) 

(4) 

25 . ^rrfntff 9830 : 1988 

spfifanfr. i,3p?ri£ 200i 

2001-07-31 

26. ’Ti'fniT 9875 : 1990 

*mfan?r. 4,^5 2001 

2001-06-30 

27. 10908 : 1991 

?nt>aR<f. 2 , 3r?Ti^ 2001 

2001-07-31 

28. 5ff?q¥ f 12594 : 1988 

tfSlfan#. 1, sfaff 2001 

2001-04-30 

29. STfftTfl 12896 : 1990 

tifafan tf. l.Spfcr 2001 

2001-04-30 

30- 13428: 1998 

3, iff 2001 

2001-05-31 

31. Sfr^TTH 14318 : 1996 

ifafaif IT. 2,^5^ 20 01 

2001-04-30 

32. %: fnjf 14543 : 1998 

*mtan *r. 3 , rtf 2001 

2001-05-3 1 


ifutfaffr T?T Rfa it TTffafa tTinff S^^T, tffn-P «T^i, 9 3Tf§ RdT, nf feeefV- H 0 0 0 2 Sffsffa, 

rrf Pr-it, ^tTPifrr, TOfaf, vjit ?w wrar t,- ifatf ^srxi^ra, sifaK wfaf^T, ^'*3% 

^mTt, q-jvrr, ^ q«rr ftr^^nCTT^T if frot |fi f1 

[tf. %.•*. fa. / 13 : 5] 
wfftr n?? r im j^rfalwr^ 


New Delhi, the 28th November, 2001 

S.0.3372.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards 
Rules 1987, the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notified that amendments to the Indian Standards, particulars 
of which are given in the Schedule hereto annexed have been issued. 


SI. No. and Year cf the Indian 
No. Standards 

No. and Yea^of the amendment 

Date from which 
the amendment shall 
have effect 

(1) (2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. IS 279:1981 

Amendment No. 2 

June 2001 

2001-06-30 

2. IS 456:2000 

Amendment No. 1 

June 2001 

2001-06-30 

3. IS 1117:1975 

Amendment No. 1 

April 2001 

2001-04-30 

4. IS 1879:1987 

Amendment No. 6 

April 2001 

2001-04-30 

5. IS 1977:1996 

Amendment No. 1 

June 2001 

2001-06-30 

6 . IS 2002:1992 

Amendment No. 3 

June 2001 

2001-06-30 

7. IS 2062:1999 

Amendment No. 1 

June 2001 

2001-06-30 

8 . IS 2171:1999 

Amendment No. 1 

April 2001 

2001-04-30 

9. IS 2553 (Pt 1):1990 

Amendment No. 2 

June 2001 

2001-06-30 

10. IS 2840:1993 

Amendment No. 1 

June 2001 

2001-06-30 

H- 18 3097:1980 

3707 GI2001—3 

Amendment No. 3 

June 2001 

2001-06-30 
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(1) (2) 

(3) 

(4) 

12. IS 3735:1996 

Amendment No. 2 

August 2001 

2001-08-31 

13. IS 3736:1995 

Amendment No. 2 

August 2000 

2001-08-31 

14. 15 3976:1995 

Amendment No, 3 

August 2001 

2001-08-31 

15. IS 3989:1984 

Amendment No. 3 

June 2001 

2001-06-30 

16. IS 4401:1995 

Amendment No. 1 

April 2001 

2001-04-30 

17. 15 4826:1979 

Amendment. No. 3 

June 2001 

2001-06-30 

18. IS 5986:1992 

Amendment No. 5 

June 2001 

2001-06-30 

19. 18 6240:1999 

Amendment No. 1 

June 2001 

2001-06-30 

20. IS 6331:1987 

Amendment No. 1 

June 2001 

2001-06-30 

21. IS 7098 (Pt 3): 1993 

Amendment No. 1 

July 2001 

2001-07-31 

22. IS 7220:1974 

Amendment No. 2 

June 2001 

2001-06-30 

23. IS 7538:1996 

Amendment No. 1 

June 2001 

2001-06-3 

24. IS 9573:1998 

Amendment No. 2 

July 2001 

2001-07-31 

25. IS 9830:1988 

Amendment No. 1 

July 2001 

2001-07-31 

26. IS 9875:1990 

Amendment No. 4 

June 2001 

2001-06-30 

27. IS 10908:1991 

Amendment No. 2 

July 2001 

2001-07-31 

23. IS 12594:1988 

Amendment No. 1 

April 2001 

2001-04-30 

29. TS 12896:1990 

Amendment No. 1 

April 2001 

2001-04-30 

30. IS 13428:1998 

Amendment No. 3 

May 2001 

2001-05-30 

31. IS 14318:1996 

Amendment No. 2 

April 2001 

2001-04-30 

32. IS 14543:1998 

Amendment No. 3 

May 2001 

2001-05-31 


Ccpy cf ihcse amendments am available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9 Baha 
dur Shah Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices :Ncw Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mum¬ 
bai and also Branch Offices : Ahmcdabad, Bangaloie, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Hyderabad, Jaipur , 
Ranpur, Nagpur, Patna, Pune, Tbiruvana nthapuram. 

[N. CMD/13:5] 
SATISH CHANDER, Addl, Director Genera 
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nrcrqq mm.-tornr is, 2001/mnpqq 24,1023 


qftq 1, "c?rra sum” % ?qrq st "'W q'sqt” q^i 1 

’T-a, 


qf ft^fr, 4 fon^ir, 2001 
qq.m .337 3 .-%^ tor, tfwtt (qq % mrpwtir 

WNqf % fpnr jpftrr) fmFT 197 6 % faqR 10 % 

qq fqqq (4) ^trqtroq Ii qqqtqqT qrqJr, *arsr sftt 

qrtfqfriBp fqqp q %wftq qrofta qqqqt sjjtT, 

qf % faHfVif g ff qrnrr ^mrf^r, fcRi% so 
sfwci Jr wfar^ qfuqnf^/qtfMTftti)' It %-~qT qq 

WfaTSPfT 3 TT-T qpqr =PT ffirTT qT irq^rTT sqfsrgfqq 

•RtfV $ :— 

vnrok Jtiqqr sjqt, 
qnrnra Jrrrerr qqqfcrq, 

’TSTNYt *rqq, 'T^vft uf^M, 

qtqs Tttr, qrqpTf, fTprr^T qehrr -174101 

[qwr 11012 / 4 / 200 o-f^^T] 
writ i?q. gfift, sq qfaq 
New Delhi, the 4th December, 2001 

S.0.3373.—In pursuance of sub-rule (4) of 
Rule 10 of the Official Languages (Use for Official 
Purposes of the Union) Rules, 1976, the Central 
Government hereby notifies the following Branch 
offices of Bureau of Indian Standards, New Delhi 
under the Ministry of Consumer Affairs, Food and 
Public Distribution where more than 80 percent of 
the staff have acquired working knowledge of Hindi: 

Bureau of Indian Standards, 

Nalagarh Branch Office, 

Mahavir Bhavan, 1st Floor, 

Ropar Road, Nalagarh, 

Himachal Pradesh 174101 

[No. E-11012/4/2000/Hinch] 
I. M. SONDHI, Dy. Secy. 

qJrqqr par pth qqfwq 
(qfrqvTi fqqvq) 
infs w 

a 

q£ ftwft, 26 ?T«Rrc, 2001 

q 1 r. 3 r 1.3374 -— 'ffiqrr % ^psrrst, qrfte s 
ftwrqp;, 2 001 * 'JTOT II, tSTST 3, (ii) i( pcs W4T 

4704 If 4 70 7 TT qqffsrq, qrrq qrqpr, qWqr qqf- 
ptt tT rrrfiFjqqr q 1 r. 3 rr .2288 qrfhq 31 srqqq, 
2001 if : — 
rj;c 3 qiTrnrr 4705 , fern 3 Jr, 

qfrq 3, 397 1400 ” % tHTTn TK "qcs 1397 

Jr 1400 ” q? 1 

q*3 qrqTq 4707 , qfar Wq Jf ^rr i-q, 


qftq 1 , “^le - q<w ne” % ww qq q«qr 

137 ” q? 1 

[qvr.q. 430i5/i2/2000-q>aqq3n$«5?q] 
qqrq qq ^rParar 

MINISTRY OF COAL & MINES 
(Department of Coal) 

CORRIGENDA 

New Delhi, the 26th November, 2001 

S.O. 3374.—In the notification of the Government 
of India in the Ministry of Coal No. S.O. 2288, 
dated the 31st August, 2001 published in the Gazette 
of India, Part-II, Section-3, Sub-section (ii), dated 
the 8th September, 2001, at pages 4708 to 4710 ; 

(a) at page 4708, in line 25, for “Shaddol”, read 
“Shahdol”; 

(b) at page 4709, in line 12, for “Hecras” read 
“Hectares”; 

(c) at page 4710, in line 3, for “108” read “1088”. 

[File No. 43015/12/2000-PRIW] 
SANJAY BAHADUR, Dy. Sccy. 
q i feqft, 15 qmn:, 2001 

qJT.3TT. 3 375.—%ffPT wma if qJwqT IJH (TT^tq- 
qr<er) wfafqqq, 1973 ( 1973 fq 26) *fff 0TCT 17 
qft qq-arcr (i) grmra?tr wfqqqf qq tnftq qrq?r §tt 
« ft r*. %. Jrq, qrtqqr fqqerq; vf 6 - 11-2001 IT 30-6- 
2005 qq? nqfa qqift ^qfaqfaqr qf) qrtt«r tpp m 
wmTT qqr, ?qJr Jr afl ur q^r ?r, qqq 

srfafqqq %■ xrarq ^qqiq m^qq qu qmff % 

fqmTqq % qq'rqqi^ ^wrq wr^qq %qq % *rfqftqq 

qri^vnr % fqq^r ^5 fqfrq fqrqr qrrqr | 1 

[qiiwq. 18/16/9 9- q. rrrr. ?f).] 

srwr rrfqq 

New Delhi, the 15th November,' 2001 

S.O.3375-—In exercise of the powers conferred 
by sub-section (i) of Section 17 of the Coal Mines 
(Notification) Act, 1973 (26 of 1973) the Central 
Government has appointed Shri A.K. Sen, Coal 
Controller to look after the additional charge of the 
post of Commissioner of Payments for the purpose 
of performing the functions assigned to the Com¬ 
missioner of Payments under the said Act, with 
effect from 6-11-2001 to 30-6-2005 i.e. till the dat« of 
his superannuation, or until further orders, which¬ 
ever is earlier. 

[File No. 18/16/99-ASO] 
PARKASH CHAND, Dy. Secy. 
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4ft4f47, 2001 


^.wt. 3 376.— %faPr mzvtx %t ^tt srefW | f% XTtft irras ft w «jfft Jr %t44T «rfwr- 

srra fsptr ^nft «f! rrmi $ i 

WcT: 44, %?4t4 TK44T, %tTOT RTTRE tfgT (444 afVc f^RW) W%f444, 1957 ( 1 957 4T 2 0) %t KTTTT 
4 ( 1) %t 3TORT ( 1) ITTT IPRT ElffRftf 44 44t4 4Rft ft?. 34 i%4 ft %t4% 4ft 4Rft % 4lft 5<rm %t $44T 

Wtt; 

?ft' ^rfsTEfror % afcrftcr ?rrft 4T% £4 % ftwNr it 3fr/o8374 stArj 20 - 8-2001 44 fftftspi Mm 

(%t4 ststrt) fttpr 4TX4 ^44 f?4TX4 4%44T4T <%4, 44 % Aw, xMt % 44%r?r4 Jr 4T %t44T 

fJrTO4T 1 , 44lfft4T 1T44 TjH, %t4444T % 444tvT4 ft 4T ITPTTfj, f%?TT pTlft^FT, 5TTR41 % 444i%4 Jr fqnTT 4T 
*0441$ 1 

W wftPj^Tr % afFrftrr 4 % wvfr m/m ft fkMMg 4ftt *4fr5, 344 ?rfaf444 4 ft errcr 13 4ft i tort ( 7 ) ft 
fr'ftt M'Mfii, wf ftR *r«r 4 fmftftt At xm srFtrfroT % testto ft 444144 4ft Mixm ft 4 s% for % vfcn: *j;s 4 
»T?T5rftsr4T (lifter S4T4) ft%4 4R4 ^rfftt f%4H4 X4ft344 4'T74T4T <%4 44%, fttl, Ttftt 44 ft%ft I 

VTfft 

jftt—‘5fT%74T E^t4T, ftt4TRt 444%%!, f%4T rpTlftt 4T4, STR%1 

(vr^m % fftq tfFsrgfftr ^jfft tFw 417 ft gq) 


4!4 4T4 

ftwhp 

4T4T 

4T4T 4WT 

f44I 

wr (4^?) 

(|4&47) fg4pJI4l 

1- 34ft 

4hs 

119 

14rarar4 

332 

133 

4T4 

2. 4Tf%4t7 

*rH 

158 

14TftarT4 

160 

64 

4T4 

3. fftX44 

4tl 

171 

14Rt4t4 

735 

294 

4T4 

4. 4ft4i4 

4fl 

170 

14T7t4T4 

210 

84 

4T4 

5- ^^i 4 ii°T 

4ii 

163 

14T7t4T4 

362 

145 

4T4 

6. ftteftt 

4T1 

162 

14Rt4T4 

200 

80 

4T4 

7. 41447 

4t| 

36 

14rtt4T4 

160 

64 

4T4 

f4 




2159 

867 






(4444) 

(4444) 


ftt4T4%4 


4r-’sr Wr ‘V’ fir; ft sthSt fteft £ rrr4 47f%ftt7 ft gift jft 447ftt | 3^7 ‘V fft;$ mi fftnftt $1 
Am mtm 4xf%fttr 3fk $?fV ft fttft jrr lenftt | ark “w” f^j 47 fftwftt $ 1 
x-m tm, rn>T 54ft sfH 414471 4rft %t 454 7m ft sift 14 wrftt | ftk "4" fi-j m? ftr^ftt 11 

ftjsTT 4T4 55ft 3fk 4Tf%fttT %t sftTmff ftftTT sfR StXT 4TWT % 4^T %5'T % VMM 4T«T 43fT(ft | afh; "4?” 
fft'j it fftxrftt ^ 1 

4T-ST tm "4?” f^3 ft Ytrvr itftt I fttx f4T44 4T4 ft fttft 14 44Rftt | m\x ‘V IT ftmftt | I 

ffr-rr- 7 -s %4 t fftw, ^finriTi 45414 ft ftt 4 R 47 r r ftt | aftr 41414 474 ftfa ttr 4ft ^Fnrfftrr ftftrr % 
firfj "3” mx fft^rftt % 1 

z-v~x Aar, mtm irftrn: afN: fttsftt ft ^^xftr | afk uter ttot % 454 mt "1" fftvj 45 

fftwfttt 1 1 


? _ur-^-4T t4T, 4T4 fttlftt sfk 4XF4rfttt: 3ftx %t?T 4T4T 4ft 4^4 ftf^i %t l%T4t ftt4T % 4T«T 43Rrft £ sfk fftrj 

‘ V’4X f44eft | I 

[45I.ft. 43015/l6/2001-'ft.4fR.4Tf.l5?l] 
444 45137 , 14 4f44 
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New Delhi, the 4th December, 2001 

S.O. 3376 —Whereas it appears to the Central Government that Coal is likely to be obtained from thejands 
mentioned in the Schedule hereto annexed. 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 4(1) the Coal Bearing Areas 
(Acquisitions and Development) Act, 1957 (20 of 1957), the Central Government hereby gives notice of jts inten. 
tion to prospect for coal herein : 

The Plan bearing number DG/08374 dated 20-8-2001 of the area covered by this notification can be inspected 
at the Office of Chief General Manager (Exploration Division), Central Mine Planning Design Institute, Gondwana 
Place, Kanke Road, Ranchi or at the Office of the Coal Controller, 1, Council House Street, Kolkata or at the 
Office of iho Deputy Commissioner, Distt Hazaribaghj, Jharkhand. 

All persons interested in the and covered by this notification shall deliver all maps, charts and other docu¬ 
ments referred in sub-section (7) of Section 13 of the said Act to the Chief General Manager (Exploration Division) 
Central Mines Planning Design Institute, Gondwana Place, Kanke Road, Ranchi within ninety days from the date 
of publication of this notification in the Official Gazette. 

SCHEDULE 


Duni-Jagcshwar Block, West Bokaro Coalfield, Distt. Hazaiibagb, Jharkhand 

(Showing land notified for prospecting) 


SI. 

No. 

Village 

Thana 

Thana No. 

District 

Area 

(Acres) 

Area 

(Hect) 

Remarks 

1 . 

Duni 

Mandu 

119 

Hazaribagh 

332 

133 

Part 

2 . 

Garkiaor 

Mandu 

158 

Hazaribagh 

160 

64 

Part 

3. 

Sirka 

Mandu 

171 

Hazaribagh 

735 

294 

Part 

4. 

Badgaon 

Mandu 

170 

Hazaribagh 

210 

84 

Part 

5. 

Badgaon 

Mandu 

163 

Hazaribagh 

362 

145 

Part 

6 . 

Loiyo 

Mandu 

162 

Hazaribagh 

200 

80 

Part 

7. 

Jagesar 

Mandu 

36 

Hazaribagh 

160 

64 

Part 





Total 

2159 

(Approx) 

867 

(Approx) 



Boundary Description : 

A—B Lino starts from ‘A’, passes through village Garkiaor and meets at point ‘B’. 

B—C—D—E Line passes through Garkiaor and Duni Village arid meets at point ‘E\ 

E—F Line passes through Duni village and Central Line of Bokaro nala and meets at point ‘E’. 

F—G—H—A Line passes along the southern boundary of Duni and Garkiaor village and Central Line 

of Chota nala and meets at point ‘A’. 

A—I Line starts from ‘A’ and passes through Sirka village and meets at point T. 

I—J—K—L Lino passes through Sirka, Bhuyadih Badgaon and meets at common boundary point ‘L’ 

of Badgaon village and Jagesar village, 

L—M—N Line passes through Jagesar and Loiyo villago and meets at point ‘N’ located at the 

Central point of Chota nala. 

N—O—P—A Line passes along the southern boundary; of Loiyq-and Garkiaor village and Central 

line of Chota nala and meets at point l A’.. 


[F. No. 43015/16/2001-PRIW] 
SANJAY BAHADUR, Dy. Secy. 
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feesft, ?r 67 T, 2001 <r 

TMT. 3 3 / 7 . —It ftf fKFK 9 $ TTdfVT fllT % fa ^ 37^3 if Safari ^Hf % ^Fvr-^ 

ffTO 3TT% ^ ffamr 

*rcr: uw, g-TTR Tfqm ettw ^ (sr-fo sfk fasfro) irfaPm, 1957 (1957 tt 20) (fair ^srSf 
W% T^mr ma irfsrf?m Tgr 441 £) 4 ff ottt 4 Tf ^i«iro ( 1 ) sm sr^ff Trrfaizff Tr sprPr Tfa grr, m if 
TPfa T faq Tfa % stt! ?twt 4ft &ft 

strftrgw % 97749 ?rfa tta sfa % Wfa ft. 2 s 2 9 fi:ra 10 

2001 w faffsm vircaT urgvfa (ttrt rfaw) % wqfaif if m fipfaT, x, TfafiRr fRrr 45V?, tfttptt 
700 001 % Tfafar if iff mm Tfaiifaffr fa. (furer ^frnr), ffftrr fw, f^ r rey :- 495006 (w ftm z) 

% TFlfaq if faqT 3fT fRcTT t I 

W 'qfafpRT % affpfa ’EfW wfat ^fa if, fifTTS ffat STffa Tffi Sffkfanf «tft STKT 13 Tt TfXTRT ( l) if 
fafaca ffaf Twf, ^rref sftr vm ^rrt^ff m $?r % ^RTSf if jpftcpt 4ft inffa if qst fa* % *fari: 4 it. 

frrerar (xrsm), fim $*m' Tfatffafa fa., fan ft?, fsHWi 7-49 5006 (isfarrrq?) ’Ft ifm 

Tiff 1 

ffr^^rr 

fflSf-TTR 

fa?rr-j?rgsfa (*T«ar sftw) 

faffa ffaff 

farfa 10 ^mi, 2001 (%£m % faq fatrqfn nfn zurffr gq) 


’p. TrmTffmr 

ffWf 

TST^rtf g?*FT ff. 

ffgfffff 

fefT 

^ ^refir 


1. firg^ 

21 

fffglTTf 

ifTffpT 

1377.903 


2. MSOfTTI T-f 

21 

ffrgpiyc 

5fg¥>?T 

328.238 

fTJof 

3. ^mrrf 

21 

fffgFTJf 

ffgffpT 

565.391 

ff^ 

4. affgy: 

22 

ffrgnTTf 

TFTgTffT 

791.793 

ffT’T 

5. 9^rrf'T ) TT 

22 

fflrrTjf 

^ffT 

150.340 

TFT 

e. 

23 

fffgnrjr 

Slflfa 

95.000 

'419 

7. 5*ff 

23 


4fgTpT 

579.977 


8. TsffTT 

24 


5ffr>r 

395.013 

fffpf 

9. M s8 P4 91 TRT 

24 

fftgTTJT 


295.422 

9Ff 

10. TOff 

24 

fffgPT^ 


389.589 

ff^ 

qfff 


4968. 666^RT (RnT^T^T) 9T 12277. 57 ipFf (fPT*PT) 

ffmf^rfcr 


47 —^ twr vnr *rrfm fa fan qr fa$ V’ % wrfar fafa | 3frr xmr ^^ffarr, Tfaqr, sfa, m$r fa ffarfa 

fan % ffRf-ffr«T nnfa gf ffaj ‘V’ Tf ffarfa % I 

TsT —4 ^T UW ^3TfT, qg*1 f^l-MT •FRT % Sf4TT, TTTTT 4?f fftlfT % fmf-ffRf ’pITfff g^ f495 ‘V' IT 

fwft I I 

ir_.tr wr to Ttriff, Ti fcm 4ff yff ^fFn % fft^r gf fr-5 ‘V tt: fiRTffr g 1 

tr-47 ^ fmr Tffrqr, tffg^r ^faT^fr ffFn % xm-*rnr 4 ff ^ gT1? ^ ^ 

^f44T if gf»FT srrifViT f% ; 5' V’ tt fiRfff $ 1 

[Tf.fi. 43016/14/2001-9!,wR.mt.¥s?g;.] 

^ 5154 ;, m frf^*r 
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New Delhi, the 6th December, 2001 

S.O. 3377.—Whereas it appears to the Centra] Government that coal is likely to be obtained from the lands 
mentioned in the Schedule hereto annexed; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of Section 4 of the Coal Bearing Areas 
(Acquisition and Development) Act, 1957 (20 of 1957) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act) the Central Govern¬ 
ment hereby gives notice of its intention to prospect for coal therein; 

The plan bearing Number SECL/BSP/GM(PLG)/LAND/252 dated 10th July, 2001 of the area covered by 
this notification can be inspected in the Office of the Collector, Shahdol (Madhya Pradesh) or in the Office of the 
Coal Controller, 1, Council House Street, Kolkata-700 001 or in the Office of the South Eastern Coalfields Limited 
(Revenue Section), Seepat Road, Bilaspur-495 006 (Chbattisgarh), 

All persons interested in the land covered by this notification shall deliver all maps, charts and other docu¬ 
ments referred to in sub-section (7) of Seciion 13 of the said Act to the Officor-in-Chaigc/Hcad of the Depart¬ 
ment (Revenue), South Eastern Coalfields Limited, Seepat Road, Bilaspur-495 006 (Chhattisgarh) within ninety 
days from the date of publication of this notification in the Official Gazette. 

SCHEDULE 
Singhpur Block 
Sohagpur Area 

District : Shahdol (Madhya Pradesh) 

Plan No. SECL/BSP/GM (Land)/252 


Dated 10th July, 2001 (showing the land Notified for prospecting) 


SI. 

No. 

Name of Village 

Patwari 

Halka 

number 

Tahsil 

District 

Area in 
hectares 

Remarks 

1 . 

Singhpur 

21 

Sohagpur 

Shahdol 

1377.903 

Full 

2 . 

Parmaniya Khurd 

21 

Sohagpur 

Shahdol 

328.238 

Full 

3. 

Aintajhar 

21 

Sohagpur 

Shahdol 

565.391 

Full 

4. 

Jodhpur 

22 

Sohagpur 

Shahdol 

791.793 

Full 

5. 

Chadaniya 

22 

Sohagpur 

Shahdol 

150.340 

Part 

6 . 

Uraha 

23 

Sohagpur 

Shahdol 

95.000 

Part 

7. 

Dudhi 

23 

Sohagpur 

Shahdol 

579.977 

Full 

8 . 

Padariya 

24 

Sohagpur 

Shahdol 

395.013 

Full 

9. 

Parmaniya Kala 

24 

Sohagpur 

Shahdol 

295.422 

Part 

10 . 

Narghi 

24 

Sohagpur 

Shahdol 

389.589 

Full 


Total 4968.666 Hectares (approximately) or 12277.57 Acres (approximately) 


Boundary Description : 

A—B Line starts from point ‘A’ on the boundary of Chadaniya village and passes along the Western 

boundary of villages Chadaniya, Jodhpur, Dudhi, Uraha and meets at point ‘B’. 

B—-C Line passes through villages Uraha, Parmaniya Kala, then along the Northern boundary o/ 

Narghi village and meets at point *C\ 

C—D Line passes along the Eastern boundary of villages Narghi, Padariya and meets at point ‘D”. 

D—A Line passes along the Southern boundary of villages Padariya, Singhpur, along the Eastern 

boundary of villages Jodhpur, Chandaniya then through village Chadaniya and meets at 
the starting poinf ‘A’. 

[ No. 43015/14/2001/PRIW ] 
SANJAY BAHADUR, Dy. Secy. 
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*rf 6 falRT, 2001 

W- 5TT. 3378 . —%qflqTW.R if ^q^T *JTR7 W?T (?RR wtT farm) STfaffpR, 1957 (l957q:T20) 

(fa?r w# s*r% q^ rr srftrfrqq «pfr tot $) rft stct 74 ft ^rimj(i) % qtftq mA rr ttrr % 

^JT-TT WCT tft 5if<J^RT #. qT.qfT. 2476 RTfl? 18 qqR, 1999 #t qiR % TT<5fW, qR 2, *§T¥ 3, 
( 2 ) fitter 4fff^RTT, 1999#' TFTfW qff qf «ft, 5T7T ~R iqfEPRRT # #RRT RR^qf # q^T qfR 
qf\<#5T qrfqfq #, fjRqrT qTq 4.175 &RT (<=R"*R) qT 10.316 l^fR (tR¥R) |, uffpff % IsRq, 3RR 
qtr TR, 1T4T qrR srk ?srfqqff Tt TRrm qn;q, sift Trt, r tk qr-pt *ftr # 

sir# % wfwm qrr *pfo qr# % qTsiq fqqr #r 1 

«rk r?r ^TfarTft 4 sr srfsrfqqiT 4 # stttt s% wto # ^tffq ttrttt ^fr qqfff fpr^ 4 tfr £ 1 

wk iRr’q qT4qT q;T qqfR fpfR qT fsrPTT qrR # 45TRJ *ftT qiq S^ST ^TTqTTT fr q^R# qRt * 

qRi^, qg qqraR ?Vqqr | f% $q% #rr qnfjRf # qftrq 4.i75|qzT (srir) qr 10 , 31 grp? 
(pr-tr) 4 Tq qrsft «jfq # % sfr, srr, sfk qr#, vjni tfft attut qr# 3r| stir 

rt tt qnq qrpr Rf # tr % qfsrqrK ^Fr foq r# srrff# 1 

sr: %qfiq iptr, sr qffffaqq q# urt 9 q# sturt (1) srt srr qrfqqqf «ft srPt qr<# |tT, 
qtnr 4Tcft t f% # qfwa- 4.175 |q5T(?rq¥nT) ?r 10 . 3i6t^? (^phr) arq qr#t 

vjf# if ; srfq :5 ft % yqq, sftr qr4, ^ 14 # ^ttTb tflr cnqTw 4 <4, sttr qn#, qT "pnf qn# 

sfrr ^f| # RT# % SifsrqiTT >4f#rT srR 11 

?rrq^qT % w* % ^alr x, #t-i(f) III irqwT/ 682-012001 aTfPj is 'qnR#t, 

2001 q.T Mtarq q^q^r, ftwrm (rr q#w) % TRfeq # qT qfqqT f##^, 1 , q^rafiRr fRq 
qrtqrqTRT-7 00001 % qntrfqrq #, qr 4R# Timqftwq (TRRq fqqrq), *Ftq?rT ot#?, fgfi;qr 

qTqqv;-44000i (qfrrTR;) % qnqfq,q # fqqr 'qtqqrqT 1 1 

qqjqT <ftr 

qqfrq wq 

fwm faRqiTT (qsqa^) 

[^irq. #t-i(l)/III/Tiq5TTT/682/oi20oi qrflii sqqqft, 2001 ] 

qrqq ^rfqqrTT 

qrq TRqT UTR =61 qTq q^qtA qf%q qf#T r T fq’TT 

?pqT 

1. TRlTT 7 fqptq f^RqTTT 


4. 1 75 |q£7:(qqqq) 

qr 

10 . 31 Gt£qT» (qqqq) 


Iqq-c # foqfoqr 


4, 175 qR 


—5:tt qrq r qf#q fqq qq ^ q^q'ir: 

4, 5/lTTTq, 5/2^, 5/ 3 qR, 7 VTTq, 27 qqq, 52/4qR, 54/iqTq,55/l qTq, 55/2 WT, 56 qR, 

57 qR, 7l/l q*R 
#fqr q^tq : 

q:-^ : frjT "qr” # 5Trtq ft#t #k RR qRtTT % PTTr #. 5 / 2 , 27, 55 / 2 , 55/l# 

ffm q^rqff | fqrr qu #qq'qr 54/1 q# qTfA #rt % qrq-qR qqnsft f fqp 

qn #. 52/4 # fhn: qqrpft t «fk ‘V’ qr ffpRft 1 1 




745.7 


[iffir'II—-#r 3 (ii)] *rmr Trsnrcr: fttfwr* is, 200i/*nr|PT«r 24,1923 

sr-Jr: vm Tffijftr % Trwrir 52/4, 54/1, 71/1 ^fv $ *fk f&pj "it" cn: 

t I 

^ : Ttstt qw ^Pa % TPSTtff. 7 l/l, 57 , 56 , 27 , 5/1, 7 sntft | srlt fav$ 

"«r” qr fflracft | 1 

ff-T : TTTJT q^TT % tf. 7, 5/3, 5/2 & ??Rn; STTcft | tflT fqWT TTlTft IffqT 

to? TO hwi i *, Tq-qi'T q5)\7ft | ?frr snrfw f ^5 "qt to fnwfr 1 1 


[tf. 43015/7/98-47 sttt wrf i^ij] 
3T TTfff*T 


New Delhi, the 6th December, 2001 

S.O.3378. Whereas by the notifiation of the Government of India in the Ministry of Coal number S.O. 2476 
dated the 18th August, 1999, issued under sub-section (1) of section 7 of the Coal Bearing Areas (Acquisiticn and 
Development) Act, 1957 (20 of 1957) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act) and pubished in Part-11, Section - 3, 
Sub-Section (ii) of the Gazette of India, dhted the 4th S eptember, 1999, the Central Government gave notice of its 
intention to acquire the rights to mine, quarry, bore, dig and search for win work and carry away minerals in the land 
measuring 4.175 hectares (approximately) or 10.316 acres (approximately) in the locality as described in the Schedule 
appended to that notification; 

And whereas the competent authority in pursuance of section 8 of the said Act has made his report to the 
C entral Govern ment; 

And whereas the Central Government after considering the report aforesaid and after consulting the Govern¬ 
ment of Madhya Pradesh is satisfied that the rights to mine quarry, bore, dig and search for win work and carry 
away minerals in the lands measuring 4.175 hectares (approximately) or 10316 acres, (approximately) described in 
Schedule appended hereto should be acquired. 

Now, therefore,in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 9 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that the rights to mine, quarry, bore, dig and search for win work and carry away 
minerals in the lands measuring 4.175 hectares (approximately) or 10.316 acres (approximaiely) described in ihe 
Schedule appended hereto are hereby acquired. 

The plan bearing number C-I(E)/III/HR/682-012001 dated the 18th January, 2001 of the area covered by this 
notification may be inspected in the office of the Collector, Chhindwara (Madhya Pradesh) or in the office of the Coal 
Controller, 1, Council House Street, Kolkata (Pin 700 001) or in the office of the Western Coalfields Limited 
(Revenue Department!. Coal Estate. Givil Lines, Nagpur-440 001 (Maharashtra). 

SCHEDULE 

DAMUA EAST PROJECT 
KANHAN AREA 

_ IS TRICT-CHHINDWARA (MADHYA PRADESH) 

[Plan No. C-1 (E)/III/HR/682-012001 dated the 18th January, 2001] 

Mining Rights 

Serial Name of village Patwari circle Tahsil District Area m ^emaiics 

Number number hectares 


1 Nandora 7 Junnardeo Chhindwara 4.175 Part 

Total area ; 4,175 hectares (appoximately) 
oi- 

lO.316 acres (approximately) 


3707 GI/2001—4 
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Plot numbers acquired in village Nandora:— 

4, 5/1 part, 5/2 part, 5/3 part, 7 part, 27 part, 52/4 part, 54/1 part, 55/1 part, ’55/2 part, 56 part, 57 part. 71/1 

part. 

Boundary description; 

A—B Line starts from point‘A’rand-passes through village Nandora in plot numhers 5/2, 27, 55/2, 55/1 then 

passes along the outer boundary of plot No. 54/1 then in plot No. 52/4 and meets at point ‘B’. 

B—C Line passes through village Nandora in plot number 52/4, 54/1, 71/1 and meets at point ‘C’. 

C—D Line passes through village Nandora in plot numbers 71/1, 57, 56, 27, 5/1, 7 and meets at point *D\ 

D—A Line passes through village Nandora in plot numbers 7, 5/3, 5/2 and passes along the existing old 

mining lease boundary, and meets at starting point ‘A’. 


3kw 

fk-k, c fcqm:, 2001 

4Tf.3n.3 379—ThfAr tTi77 $3 .( 3^4 ktT 
fp 7 ( 4 ) 3ftfF~44, 195 7 ( 1 957 7( 20 ) (f3% W4 
14 % r ;?3ip 'W srftrmNtf 7^7 twr |) k ura -9 
k tt tjrvr (t) % 3tffn 3ift k 7$ hitv 4T7it 
% 7k L 43734 *PY -4®ft7 7f.3T. 12 85 

4(tVt 30 4?, 2 00 1 % 4774 % T<343'474 2 , 31 
3 , Y-f-sTT (ii) rfiTPsT 9 ^4, 2001 4 37ffkr KT4 
47177 'iTfljJ'VT, q 473 3i;pk it vkl 4k 3k 

nfrr 4 vr 74 47 % arfsnrn: (fkk 453 rn 

ipt 4 ftr 73 r -<ttrr |) iw 3 F 4 F 444 ^ trm 10 

7> !7JiT7 (l) % 44>T, 44> fklkt it 444 skr, 
3,kfa7 44 4 k(fl4 477(7 if fn%T k *07, $ ; 

4k trm 7 : 77 wr| fa; 

kkkll f'TFmk, tfktpOTT TT74T 

f3 7 4-J44 ( 4 . 3-Til) (f'4^1 W5 444i4 

477ik 7 a fk Tip 44 ( I) dir rT4ST-ff 4k vrk -7f 

4T kak 4777 m kktr 7747 ifkr 

444, 444:44 7k % krrr T3k3 | ; 

3 rr, 44 , kft4 477(7, 4fsrfnm4 k 
(ii) k 174771 (1) am 4?3 *rfagk tt tnfpr 
Tk gp, 4jt kkr Pk | Fr 74 3777 fvffv ?tt 

vrk 4k 4 F 4 if 4r m 44 % tRjtit 9 34 , 2001 

if kk-f n r TT.T if S4 37iT fcfftnf 44 k 

44(4, Lf-fF'VFav f"4SRt 4 k wf % 3fft4 Tj[4 

l'\, 4 ( 7 .k vcttt if fpfkr k ikr, 3 nk 

1 / irck 7*pft, ipt 3rftrfv44 % ikk % 
33>f 344 ikn 3f47t, 3ff3 434747 4k 
4 k Ft 4Ft k 4rv4 Ftp 47 44> 431 k k 
% 7 it4 tfcppr k afvjFv kk 1 — 

2 . tr:iTTk 4T^k ^-vr vk ( 1 ) % 4k4, 

474 u 7 k nk 7 pk 4 Tf 3 T 4 tptVT 


[No. 43015/7/98-PR1W] 
SANJAY BAHADUR, Dy. tSccy, 

4TT4 % 34144 % Fvq mp 4f<JP 7 Vt 4Tr 4S4 
fkrr 4ftprr vvt 74 kvt 4fa4rtvr 4k 
04 4ftr ! rt rr t k 4?i4ar % Frq 

% 444 if 1444 tik 344, 144 
BTTrk 4T«fk 4?[4 ktk 4 k '44T,T, 
4*7IT k %4 144 pk ir 4r 14 4T % 
4f£TT(Tt % fk 4r 14% '4'w if TTflfY kfkp 
*fTf44ff?k, ^ 4kl 4’,f4 k 4(44 14 J fV, 
■tfjfr k"4 ifr vftspfk T»ik w' kk 1 

3 . tfrsprfr 4mfk, %rrfk trmiT 4r 14 % 44- 
ETlfTk %, 74 frk 3F4 ®44 % 444 if, 
k m 4 447 flffT 144 if 4T Itf 47 
^ *fk4Tr7t % 4k it, kskf 17707 41 
itt% TmnfYk to 4 14 k fkij fYk 
7rknf?k % ka if anhW'fr ?it, effFrjFf 
kk 1 

4 . trntrfk q-nmk k, %k4 trtPrT % 3k 
itTi % Ffif, 174 kk kk 3f7f ®4fk 
k kcikv 774 k ikv -;^f frk; 3k 

■ 5 . krvrrft TlPfk, pir fnk't 3k 3k TTf, k 
kk4 477(7 JT7(, 34 7k 314W7 $, 
144 'pfl 7 kfkv tffk 3 kp fap "kp 
4 r ifktfprf Ftp 3 k; 4(34 Tkft 1 

[ 77 .H. 430 1 - 5 / 5 / 9 7-p3®S?p/4>3l73lt»3<h] 

434 4f(J7, “4 

ORDER 

New Delhi, the 6th December, 2001 

S. O. 3379,—Whereas on the publication 
of the notification of the Government of India, 
in the Ministry of Coal, number S- O. 1285 
dated the 30th May, 2001 in the Gazette of 
India, Part II Section 3, Sub-seetion '(ii), dated 
the 9th June 2001 issued under Sub-section (1) 




[w*r II,—**- j (,ii) ] 

of Section, 9 of the Coal Bearing Areas 
(Acquisition and Development). Act, 1957 (20 
of 1957) (hereinafter referred to as the said 
Act), the lands and rights in or over the land 
described in the Schedule appended to the said 
notification (hereinafter referred tq as the said 
land) vested absolutely in ihe Central Government 
free from all encumbrances under Sub-section (1) 
of Section 10 of the said Act 

And whereas the Central Government is satis¬ 
fied that the Eastern Coalfields Limited, 
Sanatoria, Post. Office Dishcrgarh, District 
Burdwan (West Bengal) (hereinafter referred to 
as the Government Company) is willing to comply 
with such terms and conditions as the Central 
Government thinks fit to impose in this behalf; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers 
conferred by Sub-section (1) of Section 11 of the 
said Act, the Central Government hereby direct 
that the said lands and rights in or over the 
said lands so vested shall with effect from 9th Juno 
2.0JI irntcii of continuing to so vest in the 
Central Government shall vest in the 1 Govern¬ 
ment Company, subject to the following terms 
and conditions, namely :— 

(1) the Government Company shall re-imburse 
to the Central Government all payments 
made in respect of compensation, interest, 
damages and the like, as determined under 
the provisions of the said act; 

(2) a tribunal shall be constituted for the 
purpose of determining the amounts 
payable to the Central Government by 
the Government Company under condi¬ 
tion (!) and all expenditure incurred in 
connection with any such tribunal and 
persons appointed to assist the tribunal 
shall be borne by the Government Company 
and similarly, all expenditure incurred 
in respect of all legal proceedings like 
appeals etc., for or in connection with the 
rights, in or over the said lands, so 
vesting, shall also be borne by the Govern¬ 
ment Company ; 

(3) the Government Company shall indem ‘ 
nify the Central Government or its offi¬ 
cials against- any other expend Unto that 
may be necessary in connection with any 
proceedings by or against the Central 
Government or its officials, regarding the 
rights in or over the. said lands so vesting; 

(6) the Government Company shall have no 
power to transfer the said lands to any 
other persons without the previous approval 
of the Central Government; and 
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(7) the Government Company shall abide by 
such direction and conditions as may be 
given or imposed by the Central Govern¬ 
ment for particular areas of the said lands, 
as and when necessary. 

[No. 43015/5/97-LW/PRIW] 
SANJAY BABADUER, Dy. Secy. 

fff fefWb 6 faff HR, 2 0 01 

tfT.srr. 3380 .— mxv tfor (ar^ff trtx 
faqrm) 3 rfErfffffff, 1957 (1957 nr 20) (faJr 
SflJr gw. arfaOrrrff wr $) tfr am 

9 & swrxr (1) % apfiff *rflr qf *rrxff jirttr 
% vto-rr fftTW tfr afsr^prr ffR-rrx; vr.arr. 2947 

rrfff<T 27 fffcRffT, 1999 %, ffrxff % XmrJ % *TRT 
2, m 3 , vti ary (ii) trrfiw lear^x, 1999 if 
wiftw sVJr <rx, arftpjwr Jr gxRT srff Jr 
wk (fab sw v^fhr 

Vfr w |) Jr - nr tx % arfiwrx gw arfirfriw 
tfV arxr 10 xb swrxr (1) % ardfa, trm fa?<rqin 
b *rw ^tox, 3rwfw w b trxqvfx Jr 
5> ^ f ; 

nix, %fjfVir trtvix vt ffffruR ft mi $ fa 

famfa, awffx febx<r?, 

faffT xiniff (t. boix) (fab sxrb turk) 
xrxffrncr q;«pfr xur |) t*b fbbsEff xflx nreff* 
w Tfr ir trxwx 7 TT fbfbw 3 ffsrxbfqxr ttxt,- gfag 

sT^mpTtfxb % fa(( xxrbx | ; 

am arw, %'Tfw tnxeiT, gw arftrffTifir ^ mxr 
11 ^rtrm (1) ^rmnirT sTfaffffi w xbbr q?xb 
fb&r fcfr | ftp w siflix fbffff gw^fb 
*ftx Jr qr xrr tx ^.sifawx ie apr^R, 1999 
Jr %'Trq ffxqrrx Jr sxrrx ft%r gb x$b xb srgrg, 
fbwfaftw wff % apsrfa xfb jct, *rc- 

*pnx*r qtRfffr Jr fbf$g gb xrbb, 3 pbw :— 

1 . ffx^rfl vrqvfr, axrr 3 rftrfiwff % gwtff % 

srtftff' trftnfxff an-sr, ^wiaV tfrx 

trfr 5) ffTf qfr ^ ^ ffxwf qfr 

trxxrrx xfr srfffjter 1 

2. ffWTXt WPEf) Wef ( 1 ) % ardW, 

%fffW srxapfx qft Arpr ‘of?*fr ^TarwTxoT 
«rrx^ % snfrspr % fsrtr tnp 3 rftwx'’r *rr n5?r 
fiRxr srnjffi fffft fufft 3 rftnpxq- sftx 
bff arfEpnxoT r fsrfw 

wrfiwifr % tiffs Jr wet, ^ 


'W'JWxn*tR:fe(BR. iSi 2 aoa/«OT[nrx 141023 
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srorft UKpfr ^ stfr tor, 

RT Wt fcfp b h'T RT TO % 

arfenrncf % faq 3h%TOrsr *r w«ff fafro 

arffT sTtft 4?f WRT STOcT, 
^r«fr «w tfi tfwiff ^ i 

3. HTSfifr «pppff, ^sfw to*r rrr ^r% to- 

ETlfOTf TO, ^ frfffaEh' a^W % TOR if, 
off RT TOR fnTfn TO=T 'qfa' it zfT TOT TO. 

% arfTORT % URif, %RR TORR HT 
TOsrrfcaff sra sr tot% frog fro$r toto 
anffifr % pa if sttwto i’t, strfe-^ 

T^ffi i 

4. *nsnfr TO*Eft *pi, %*tPw to?fr % ^ apj- 

UiRT % filT-ff, TOR f^T{ fa'TO apR Sh'farT 

®fTf tutor r?r vrfau ^ ^riff; sfk 

5. TOTOff TOTOTt, ^ fnRff wVt UTcff TO, 5ft 
%-RTOi tRTOR 5RT, 5R sp'fpf afl^WP ?1, 

tor sjfq % Wwe&sff % ferq $ faq 
*rr srfafifqRT fq;q toC qrror m^ft i 

[^r .^r .43015/15/9 6-q?rr®5^/'ft3iK3TT^»3^] 

TO *T?[T5C 3<T *tftp=r 

ORDER 

New Delhi, the 6th December, 2001 

S. O. 3380.—Whereas on the publication of 
the notification of the Government of India, 

in the Ministry of Coal, number S. O. 2947 

dated the 27th September, 1999 in the Gazette 
of India, Part II, Section-3, Sub-section (ii), 
dated the 16th October, . 1999 issued under Sub¬ 
section (1) of Section 9 of the Coal Bearing Areas 
(Acquisition and Development) Act, 1957 (20 of 
1957) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act) 
the lands and rights in or over the land described 
in the Schedule appended to the said notification 
(hereinafter referred to as the said land) vested 
absolutely in the Central Government free from 
all encumbrances under sub-section (1) of section 
10 of the said Act; 

And, whereas the Central Government is 
satisfied that the Eastern Coalfields Limited, 
Sanctoria, Post Office Dishergarh, District 
Burdwan (West Bengal) (hereinafter referred to 
as the Government Company) is willing to 
comply with such terms and conditions E3 the 
Central Government thinks fit to impose in 
this behalf ; 


Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers 
conferred by sub-section (1) of section 11 of 
the said Act, the Central Government hereby 
direct, that the said lands and rights in or 
over the said lands so vested shall with 
effect from 16th October, 1999 instead 
of continuing to so vest in the Central Go¬ 
vernment shall vest in the Government 
Company, subject to the following terms and 
conditions, namely : 

(1) the Government Company shall re-imburse 
to the Central Gorvermncnt all payments 
made in respect of compensation, interest, 
damages and the like, as determined 
under the provisions of the said act; 

(2) a tribunal shall be constituted for the 
purpose of determining the amounts 
payable to the Central Government by 
the Government Company under condi¬ 
tion (1) and all expenditure incurred- 
in connection with any such tribunal 
and persons appointed to assist the 
tribunal shall be borne by the Govern¬ 
ment Company and similarly, all 
expenditure incurred in respect of all 
legal proceedings like appeals etc., 
for or in connection with the rights, 
in or over the said lands, so vesting, 
shall also be borne by the Government 
Company; 

(3) the Government Company shall indemnify 
the Central Government or its officias 
against any other expenditure that maly 
be necessary in connection with any 
proceedings by or against the Central 
Government or its officials, regarding 
the rights in or over the said lands 
so vesting; 

(4) the Government Company shall have no 
power to transfer the said lands to any 
other persons without the previous 
approval of the Central Government; 
and 

(5) the Government Company shall abide by 

such direction and conditions as may 
be given or imposed by the Central 

Government for particular areas of the 
said lands, as and when necessary. 

[No. . 4^3015/15/96-LW/PRIW] 
SANJAY BAHADUR, ,Dy. Secy. 
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xxrxsctr x*tx qfwx «fl?ziT i r xxm 
(xxrx«r f^rsTFr) 
xf f^ft, 22 TX^XT, 2001 
«6t.ttt .—3381 xrxrfta Trpjfxjnx qfrx? xrfafxTT, 

1956 ( 1956 tpl 102) 4?f STITT 20 XT-EnTT 

(i) $ wyror t %xr xt*xt tTxsrrxT farxfxfsrT 

xxFff xrxT x^r^xrmx f'rf'pxn fxsn xfafx xfsx 

•Ptcfr |, tutx ; 

xxrrfx im xrfjrx 

1 . xt. %xx sxrf: 

JJTtXTaft % rft'WT n?i fxvrFTTWST, 

4/tr, xfw tnrrfiFxT, 

i rW^3ifn’4', TT t XTT<ft, 

*r?rnrr^-3 8 00 i 5 . 

2. XT. XtNt fafllftT 3TJX, 

fafo-rvr farmr % rr^frfxrqxf 5fT%xrr, 
iJJ'H'. %. h f*«fV5T *Pi?T5T, 
iT31WT^X-8 4 20 04 fXifTT 

3 . it. ^sspfrrsr fxsrr, 

17 , ’Ttxxx wffxs •itKiWV, 

TTXT 5TXFT wc, 

qrnjx-440022 

4 . tt. sfr. ^txttx, 

3^fr, T% Xjfc, tfoxr TXT, 

TTXXTT, ^t£-600020 

5 . vt. tr?r^fY. faxx fx?, 

fX^XRTj 

$xtt ttp^wt^ xtttt, 

HfWRTX-7 9 50 4( TfarjT) 

6- XT. fXXXTT fa? TTOT, 

^ JXTfX XW ^fxxfx^r STTC XH^X, 
7-TT, HXtT XXX, fafTX XTTR, 
xfyxrxr-141001. 

[iw 4Y-i 1013 / 5/200 l-^(xtfx-I)] 
(ft. 3 ft fJXTSTTX, XTT xfxx 


MINISTRY OF HEALTH and FAMILY 

welfare 

(Department of Health) 

New Delhi, the 22nd November, 2001 
S.O. 3181-—In pursuance of sub-section (1) of 
section 20 of the Indian Medical Council Act, 1956 
(102 of 1956), the Central Government hereby 
constitutes the Post-Graduate Medical Education 
Committee conisting of the following members 
namely:— 

NOMINATED BY THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 

1. Dr. Ketan Desai, 

Prof. & HOD of Urology, 

4/A, Vasishtha Apartments, 

Polytechnic, Ambavadi, 

Ahmedabad-380015 

2. Dr. Gajendra Kish ore Thakur, 

Associate Professor of Radiology, 

S.K. Medical College, 

Muzaffarpur-842004 (Bihar) 

3. Dr. Ved Prakash Mishra, 

17, Postal Audit Colony, 

Rana Pratap Nagar, 

Nagpur-440022 

4. Dr. V. Kanagaraj, 

3V, Cross Street, Indira Nagar, 

Adyer, 

Chennai-600020 

5. Dr. Ng. Bijoy Singh, 

Director, 

Regional Institute of Medical Sciences, 
Impbal-79504 (Manipur) 

6 . Dr. Livtar Singh Chawla, 

Ex. Vice Chancellor, Baba Farid University 
of Health Sciences, 

7-A, Tagore Nagar, Civil Lines, 

Ludhiana-141001 

[No. V-l 1013/5/2001-ME(Policy-I)] 
P.G. KALADHARAN, Under Secy. 


X$ 28 XT*XT, 2001 

*PT .?TT . 338 2—%^TXTXTT, XTXrflX TTTXfw-T TfxtPT, xftTfxiPT, 1956 ( 1956 VT 102) STITT 

ll*ff) XWXT (2) f TXT 3TXTT XrfxXXf XT 5PT>T M I <rftx XTxf%XTX qfx<T^ & qXTXst XTXX % qXXPI 

xxx trfsrfxxx x?) sm $ ixrxfxfax xlx xxtsrx xrxrf) $, *r«rfq;.-— 

xxx 'trfxfxnT xfT x*ur xtjrT t,— 


(xt) "iFxmxf fxxxfxTTxr” xpe) 'ttxtxtxfx TrBjfxxTT xtxr’ uMx (fart w? sx^ <rexrq[ xrx (2) 
tptt |) % xxtx 'xfaxx 3ffx #frfxx (xfbr txttx)’ wfafo 3flx 'xfrr^hxTX % M x&'rorx’ tfhtxr (fa% 
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^5 ^ ^ ( 3 ) ^ *rrr I) 1 , % wafa 44# tnifircr ■ 5ftfe %■ f^^rf?Tfer?T anwrifaf fen 

stwtt, *r*rf^ — 

-__( 2 ) (s j ■ . ^ 

wrtt 4f n #frf44 (^w^fe) r. ft.. (itsr ft? fwT4) 

(Tf FgflT 4#t 4Trqd( SIIR SlPjfasT* SORT g>ff 3R 
4?- TP3TT .^«f4T #.fep4 , SRT%4, 4 f 4T4t# 4*R %t4Rfr 

fiRKrt, 200.0 # 4t 44 % 'ta^rj sttr %t. *r| |)"; 

(ig-) "*TRf f4T4fwm” % 4T4# 144 (2) 4 f46T4^ (rfftr^T fern), Srfafcj sftp 144 

(.3) # 44# #4fa4 nfffR % fe^rfei stTi^TfR fen 4r#4i, sent? ■— 

_(2) ~Js) " ~~ 

nfa #ftrfer (nftfemr fefewt) tr, ft. (jRtfepn f^fem). 

(45 4<ft 4T4 rt?t 4 ^nTfawn *t%4i 44 

4? ft. R. #fefR <PT?T3T, irwrt Aft 4444 19 70# 

4T 44% 4441^ 5PU4 %t 4£ §); 

fentm R oiR'-Uft #f#f#4 ft. #t. ir , ... 

(4q 4^41 4#t 4T f 44T4Rr 5fl4fa4R 4^41 1R 

45 ft. tR. #fe?R Arifel, 4R# 4# 4144 1964 # 

41 44% 4!T4Tc[ 4TR 4# 4^ #) > 

focnfat R 4f«5TAf $R ft .ft . tR. 

(4? 5154! 4 ft 4RRT4TR STPTjiWTtf 5t|4T $Pft 44 
4| it. 44. #feft4 m %4, 4Wpt %t 4R4 nfa, 

’ 1962 # 4T 44% 94414 RT4 9# 4f t) ; 

stot arift; #W#4 (stcVt fen ferw). tR ,#t. (tank fetn fern) 

(4? n|?TT 4#t 41R41HT4 nPTfajTR ’ 4|4! ' ft ft 44 
4? ft. tR. #fofR tpifer 4 r£ #k ■ tpr.ft.tR. 
#f#T4 9H%4 4*4# %t 4144 4%4, 19 7 3 # 41 

44 % 97414 4 T 4 %t 4 ? |); ' 

#f%5R f#67R^ (444T4 fefR) 44. #t. t^. (4%4T# f#4T4) 

{45 rf#T 4F441 9TR wnjf4?TT4 4OT fr>ft 44 4? 

#4. ft. tpr. #fir«fR 'spr#^ %r'4R4^ 7741 , 

1981 #' 41 44% 9TT4R 5RR 4T 4$ t)"; 

(4) "44. RT. finRfirSTTH^ 1W" %414# R4 (2) 4 ‘4T44T 5,46. #f3'f#4 (tf-Ttf^R: f^WRl)’ 

JrF4fe afrr R4 (3) # ■74# #4ftR 4f4%T % 9?4TiX f4Rf#p5R 3T4R4TfR f4>41 4T#9r, ¥T4T=1 :— 

” 1 .~_ ( ~ 2) j- 3 y ^ ~ 

''4143R 3Tf95 #f#flR(#t4 t4T44) tR. ft. (ft4 7R144) 

(44 4%n 4#r 4444141R 4r9?4jIR 4444 #141 44 
4$ #f%4'T 4444, 4ftTl- %t 4R4 19'31 4 4144% 

4!T4R 44R %t 4f | )"; 

(4) "444R fe4f44T44"' % 441# 4T4 ( 2) #' ‘#441 5ff4 #f4f44 4%1 #441 ;XH 4#'it' 5 cWr 
3flT 144 ( 3) #' 44# 4#fiT4 % 4iRT^ f4Rf?rf44 44:l4Tft4T f%41 41441, 44t?l:'— 


f#Rt4I VT 4fs49t tRT 


4TOT #W#4 (ST#4 fmi f%HR) 


#f%5R f#614^ (444R fWR) 


'‘tTR34 4TO #f%FR (sfl? W44) 


___J a) ___. __ 

T4. ft. (4t^ .X4T44) 

{4? 4^41 441 4RT4141R ?H4i44T'T jfl-ft m 

4? 4#4R #f%3TT 91144, 4T414 %t 4144 44, 1997 
# 41 44% TRT4 44R %t 4^ t)"; 



fumH—ate 3-f.Ji) 1 
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(t) "fefe fenfemfe %nrfer wr ( 2 )#' 'ffefem rn 
safe ferffe srfsfe % qr^RT ffenffefen femiffe fw fefe nfen :- 


f Hffefefen fen f 3) R 


( 2 ) 


(3) 


'few: fen; nffenn (n^mn srnjPq?nn/ 
wnife- sftr fnfeanr ti'nrferRT) 


t^T . fe. (n*RR nPj/nrnT. sfR! fafe. ff FT. ) 
fe nfe nfe qT^drrrikf nFjfern nferr fefe nn 
n?r zjfefnfe wr, nm; iiffern min, fefe 
TWfT nfe, 1982 n nr ^w% wtr str fe nf £)”; 

(n) "nwR feferaTnfe % nron fen (2)# ‘mw nmnnfe(Rrffennfenfenr)’ fenfefer fen(3) 
if nrfe mfm fenfc: % q^npT fnifenffer nnnnrF'Tn fen nfenr, nferj;:— 

( 2 ) ( 3 ) 


‘fewfenrnffefer (Rmferfe nFjfem) tttt. fe. (rr nnfe nnrfeR) 

{m nfnr nfe nrRTRRr nRfeR nfeT fefe nn 
mr fe. nffem jfenr, ujitot? fe nRnnnt 
1993 n ITT 3n% <FRR; SRR fe n£ |)"; 

(s) "fernn fen fwfflrm" % mfe fen ( 2 )#' few fen n^ff (fefern ferr)’ fefefe fer 
fen ( 3 ) n nfet ferffer fenffe % wtr ffenfeffe ferrnTffe fen nfenr, nfei:— 

( 2 I 


“nTw OTfl# (fe fern) rpr.^. (itaferrn) 

(n? fefe crfe nTRnRrcr npjfern n|nr fefr nr 
n? ?fea nrsfr rfffeR fefer, fenm stfr 
nnrjnn 1987 #' nr nfe WRj; srr fe nf|) ”; 

(n) "%m ffefefemrn*'%nrn% fen (2)'if few nm nffefer (gnn fen ferm)’ fenffe fen fen 
(3) n -jfer feffe fefefe % rrr ffenffetn femrffe fen nrnnr.nnfe:— 

( 2 ) ( 3 ) 



‘feffefen ferfe (nw WRfnfenr) (inm nn. fe.rrn, (fer w ffefen)/(fnn mfwr feT nn 

mfeT nfe nor nnn fern) wrt ferm) 

(n? fedT nfe nRr-rnrrR rnnferm wfer fefe nn n,r 
fefevrr mfer, fimn'RrTm fe mnn 19 8 1 if 

nr nn% qmrer jrr fe fe t)”; 

(ct) 'fefe fefewRrr" %nrfe fen (2) n few: nra fefefe (nferfenm fer fet fen fern)’ 
fefefe fen fen (3) n ■fe nnftm aferfe % qwrn fnferfe -fe^TTfe fnrTT nfenr, ^-fer:— 

( 2 ) ( 3 ) 


'few sfe nfeffer (nferfew fnfenr) r^n, fe. (nfeffen: Mfen) 

(ng n^nr nfe nr^nwiR nnjfern ntnr feff nn 
n? fe, tR, ifffrmr mfe 1 , n^R^ fe *rmn 1970 n l 
nr^f mmnj aRTnfenf^)”; 
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(3) 




■ r * i r » ff i ^ 


fT=5Tt*n 14 ^59 


ttot trfa (mtrx. ferpr) 


fVsmf (9W>f Phtr) 


tft.'ft. ITF. 

(*r? lErt^T ?r*fr vim sttft ara 

zr$ rft.ipr. ijwrf f[ aRpr 196 4 3 

ur JRPT ft Trt |) ” 

5 w|crr ?nft pr^crrarr vm/wnri vim $t*ft sra 
95 ^t.fpr, ^fwrar qrRnr, vjm spt 9199 srsRr, 
1962 # qr 39 % srspr «pt nf fc) " 

qqr. ft. (ureft ftm) 

(93 vim ET«fr iTTfJTmgr^T trt^T ?fr*fY ^rar 

9? Et. 99. flfS4.fr spT^Tar, aftr n^r TTTT -flfirqreT 

srpfcr, JT«rf ft 9199 4 ftwiap:, 1996 qft *0 
'mrq; 9*19 a?t nt |)” 

tI9. ft. 159 . (jj^nTuf fem) 

(9f vim ?rm qr^wraro- srnrfasnr w/m ?t»ft T9 
9$ q*r itt Afar^ qrr^nr, vjzfi ft vm 4 fwsrc, 
1996 ft m mrf wiq; srr ft *rf t)”; 


(rr) "sppt qrsfy fjt& t^s stpe Emrrr, h«h«” fcrrmvt *?h t ( 2 ) A 1 arfa 

AfTfA9 (sjfiHUT: r/n{fW9)’ 5rf4fe artr «nr ( 3 ) A 9*tA frcfiw srftrf^ % 9441 ^ fkt%fyfkc% fmtmfmt 
fqnn snArr wir :— 


( 2 ) 


( 3 ) 


'VR^artaflisfoq- (T^Wpft) 


srti) Afsftpr (AAtfaRtsftAt) 


«RHT 3rf>EAfAfcrn (fcmr fm/m) 


ft.rJTCf. ( 95 ft. *wj\) 

( 9 $ ?r|frr gtft JTFqmn^ srpjfqm9 vim $tft 99 

9$ 1991 JT‘9T 39% 9F91T 99T9%t9f|)” 

ft. t£9. (fft.) 

(v% 9^91 mft m^'mJTtRT ’’mfqinpT ?r^n £pft 99 

9? 93, 19 9 3 A 9T 39% 959^ 99T9 %T 9$$) 

TT. tfV. (fatrtwfAjrpT) 

(9? vim 9vfr ^Mcrrsn^ ?TRjfwRT <t$?it gtift 99 

95 vi, 2001 9“' 9T ^9% 9991^; SRXR ft 9^ ^) 1 


(E) “WTTT fVfarfeT^q'” 979% tfV (2 ) M 'frxftm FT jrf4fe 3^ ZTH 

(3} i' mfw qfrfe % qwpr OTJRftrf^T ar?r:«iTi% Prtt siT^rr, :— 

( 2 ) (3) 


"vv&x 3rt4> 93T^r (afT^^l'Tsrfm't^i^ft) Tpf. T&.i (fipTft) 

arfqi (9T9F9 ssrr^TR) Tnjit (9TTT9THlMr4aR) 

(q 9^919 5T*ft q^WryfR ?T^ 5W 

^ 5PT9T ^smft ^fir<FT 91RRT, *P<49T9 ft 9R7T TPt, 

2001 $ 9T ^r% qrqir sww 91 I t)” 1 


[?f. 4 t. 1101 5/3/2001—(qTflr^ft-I)] 

<ft. tft. mrtrm, wr 
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New Delhi, the 28th November, 2001 
S.O, 338?.—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of the section 11 ot uie inaian medical 
Council Act, 1956 (102 of 1956), the Central Government, after consulting the Medical Council of India, hereby 
makes the following further amendments in the First Schedule to the said Act, namely :— 

In the First Schedule to the said Act,— 

(a,) against the “Annamalai University”, under the heading ‘Recognised Medical Qualification’ [hereinafter 
referred to as column (2)], after the entry ‘Doctor of Medicine (Biochemistry)’ and the entry relating there¬ 
to under the heading ‘Abbreviation for Registration’ [hereinafter referred to as column (3)], the follow¬ 
ing shall be inserted, namely :— 

' ( 2 ) 

“Doctor of Medicine (Microbiology) M.D. (Micro.) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted in or after 
September, 2000, in respect of Raja Muthiah Medical College, Annamalai 
Nagar)”, 

(b) against the “University of Bombay”, in column (2), after the en(ry ‘Magistrar Chirurgaie (Neuro-Surgery)’ 
and the entry relating thereto in column (3), the following shall be inserted, namely 

- oT — 

“Doctor of Medicine (Psychiatry) M.D, (psy.) 

(This shall be ‘a recognised medical qualification when granted in or after 
1970, in respect of T.N. Medical College, Mumbai). 

Diploma in Psychological Medicine D.P.M. 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted in or after 
1964, in respect of T.N. Medical College, Mumbai). 

Diploma in Public Health D.P.H. 

(This hall be a recognised medical qualification when granted in or after 
April, 1962, in respect of T.N. Medical College, (Mumbai) 

Doctor of Medicine (Physiology) M.D. (Phy.) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted in or after 
April, 1973, in respect of T.N. Medical College, Mumbai and L.T.M. 
Medical College, Mumbai). 

Magistrar Chirurgiae (Urology) M.Ch. (Uro.) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification When granted on or after 
October, 1981, in respect of L.T.M, Medical College, Mumbai)”, 

(c) against the “M.S. University of Baroda”, in column (2), after the entry ‘Doctor pf Medicine iPsjihh.tiy)’ 
and t he entry relating thereto in col umn (3), the following shall be inserted, namely :— 

( 2 ) " __ W 

“Doctor of Medicine (Biochemistry) M.D. (Biochem.) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted in or after 
1981 in respect of Medical College, Baroda),’ 

(d) against the “Burdwan University”, in column (2), after the entry ‘Bachelor of Medicine and Bachelor of 
Surgery’ and the entry reining thereto in column (3), the following shall be inserted, namely 

(2) ~~~ (3) L 

“Doctor of Medicine (Biochemistry) M.D. (Biochem.) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted in or after 
June, 1997 in respect of Burdwan Medical College, Burdwan)”); 

(e) against the ‘ University of Delhi”, in column (2), after the entry ‘Diploma in Health Administration’ and 
th e entry relating thereto in column (3), the following shall be inserted, namely 

(2) ' ~~ (3) ~ ~~ 

“Doctor of Medicine (Community M.D, (Com. Med./S.P.M.) 

Medicine/Social and Preventive Medicine) 

This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted in or after 
March, 1982, in respect of University College of Medical Sciences, Delhi)” 


3707 GI/200I—5 
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(0 against the “University of Crnywat", in eotwnm (2)* after the tatty ‘Master of Surgery (Elastic Surgery)* 
Md ttie entry rekktwg thereto in-cotoma (3% the following shah b* wjerted, aamely ; - 

__ _ (2 ) " W 

“Doctor of Medicine (Forensic Medi- M,D. (F. Med.) 
cin«) 

(This shaft he a recognised medical qualification when granted in or after 
March, 1993, id respect of B J. Medical College, Aftmedabad)’’; 

(g) against the “Himachal Pradesh University*’, in column (2), after the entry 'Mmtmr of Surgery (Orthopa¬ 
edics)’ and the entry relating thereto in column (3), the following shall be inserted, namely:— 

--- - . - - . 

“M*«t«r ofStwrgwy (Ophth a l m olo gy ) M l (OopMfe.) 

(This shaft bo a recognised medecai qualification when granted in or after 
October, 1987, in respect of hnfwa Gandhi Medical College, Shimla)”: 

(li) against the “University of Kerala’’, in column (2), after tfte entry ‘Doctor of Medicine (Cardiology)’ 
and the entry relating, thereto in column (3). the following shall be inserted, namely :— 

U) _ (3) ~~ . 

“Magistrar Qwurgiae (Thotacic M. Ch. (Thoracic Surg^CCVTS) 

Surgery)/(Cardlo-Vascular & Thoracic 
Surgery) 

(Th» shail ha » racogwpud qualification when granted in or after 

April, 19fcl, m respect of Medical College, Thiruvananthapuram)”, 

(i) against the ‘Mumbai. University’’, in column (2), after the entry ’Doctor of M u # bhu (Obstetrics and 
Oyn»or.«t*gy V’ and tfte entry relating'these to ®cohjm» (3)t, <lvs fallowing shall be insderted, namely ;— 

(2) " P) ' 

“Doctor of Median* (Psychiatry) M.D. (Pty,) 

(Thia shad he- a recognised me*fc*fld qualification when granted in or after 
1970, in reapwt *f T.N. Medlca) College, Mumbai) 

Diploma in Psychological Medicine D.P.M. 

(This shaft be a recognised medietft qualification when granted in or after 
W64, m respesf of T.N. Medfeaf College, Mumbai) 

Diploma in Public Health D.P.H, 

(This shall ha- a- recognised, medial qualification, when g r a n te d in or after 

April, 1962, in respect of T.N. Medical College, Mumbai) 

Doctor of Medicine (Physiology) M.D, (Phy.) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted on or after 
04th Septembr, 1996, in respect of T.N. Medical College, Mumbai and 
L,T.M. Medfad Cofog*, Mauibaft) 

Magistral, v^uirutguie (Urology). M.Ch. (Uro.) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted on or after 
04th S eptember, 1996, m respect »f L.T.M. Medical* Collejj*, MbrntotP’; 

(jf against tfte “Sanjay Gandhi' Pbst Graduate Institute of Medicaf Science, Lucknow”, in column (2), after 
the entry "Doctor of Medicine (Nuclear Medicine)’ and the entry relating thereto in column (3), the fol¬ 
lowing shall be inserted, namely :— 

( 2 ) 

“Doctor of Medicine (Clinical D.M, (Cl. immupo) 

Immunology) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted in or after 
1991) 
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_0) "_ _ .. ’’“Vi)". “ — - ( 4j 

Doctor of Medicine (Endocrinology) D.M. (Endo.) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted in or after 
June, 1993) 

Doctor of Medicine (Pathology) M,D. (Path,) 

(This shall be a recognised medial qualification when granted in or after 
May, 2001)’’; 

(k) against tfie ‘Sardur Palel University”, in column (2), after the entry ‘Diploma in Anaesthesiology’ and the 
entry relating thereto in column (3), the following shall be enserted, namely :— 

__(2)_ _' _ (3) 

“Master of Surgery (Otorhinolaringo- M.S. (E.N.T.) 
logy) 

Doctor of Medicine (General Medicine) M.D. (General Medicine) 

(These qualifications shail be recognised medical qualifications when grant¬ 
ed on or after March, 2001, in respect of Pramukhswami Medical College, 
.Karamsad)”, 

[No. V. 11015/3/200l-ME(Poliey-I)] 
P.G. KALADHARAN, Under Secy. 

nf 28 2001 

w.srr, 3^83 :— ; *r^r, ^TTTfhr. wqfwR qfRg, srfafiRir, 1950 (1956 m 102 ) sri 11 

Sffy 'TTUiTT ( 2 ) 3T7 T RtT R 5 R>T TTT fg, qT^fVjtpT qfRg ^ TCTT-tT % R^rTcT, TT ?ffa- 

t) sm if faRfafer sfk ttT) t, : 

irfarfTJm Tt spj^ft if, 

(sft) faRfagiRtr" % troTT ‘PRrrrsTR ?rrafarapr wg~r’ tfPf'T (fbrir ( 2 ) 

T?r tprr |) % trubT ‘srst arfqj ^fisrfipr (^tfr t ppr)’ ttfrfte afk vfhfa (ftrif 

5«if qiPOTt ?t*t ( 3 ) Rr mrr fc), % fuita ^ir.^fspr % wft faRfafetr afTwrfR fw sn^rr, 

:— 

2 .3 

'‘HR5R 3tTO pfljfit?r (^SPT^fPr (sgptrsfrrfVsiR) • • ■ 

fajtR) (*Tg tRTT cTvft m^dTJTFT srRfaJTR StfeTr 3W iff TUTr PW filTTT *frm, 

*031^ RT Tt THtT fipRJR, 2 000 if fiT STR hf |)" ; 

(ijt) fwfiTOT^T" % ART ATT ( 2 ) if ‘pf^R pRRT? (tffiTTT faSTR)’ TtfapR 3ffr RT (3) if 

Afti) qflfsFT afgfR % T9RRT fARfafacT ^TRRRrfRR f : Rtr TART, TPlfq; : 

2 ' 3 ' 

“&TOR 3tTB itflfAT (jRffilRT (rntfaTR pTpRtrt) 

prbf^rr ) (a? w&tt toT artarrt wnjforR gM aa pf ?T. nrr. irfrw tt%a, 

t) art 1970 if tfr arr w tt) |) 

fWrirr R ARTtrUff ^ r f.'fM T r, 

(R AfAr Fnft ARTAORA RJjfsfflR 5Tf?R7 gfift 5R A? 3T. 7,T. ifftpfR V&1T, 

PRf ^TTTT 1964 if' TT JRR ^ t) 

f^npfnrr ffR 

.srgfrr T^ff rrRRmra- wrqfciFT wtrr g'pff w Tg 7R.R. itfeTR viRr 
JTW ff ^ ^HcT' 1962 if TT TRRt WPT ^ff Tf |) 

3707 GI|2001 —6 
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1 2 3 

VFTHR 3lfa AfffAn (3RfT ffAT n^.fr. (ikk ff AT k?!FT) 

fajTFf) (A? Sf^TT A At APFTntTET flfttfr' '?ttt 3R q?, ft. A A. TFTA, 

A*Af fk TA.fr.ntf. AffjR- AAAf, ft A14A w5f, 1 973 A AT 3Af 

q , 3At?r aar ft Af I) 

Afo^TT fffiTA? (^AAFT ffflTA) qA.jftAA . (a^AFT fAJIFT) 

trf w4?rr ffr WApnAifr Araks ft wtor sWf aa a?fa. ft. fa. Af**;?r vtsfst, 
A/rf ft art twjat, 1981 if. Ar. sw ft a$ ft)” ; 

(a) "fa.fa. fr^foiAM, A?kr” % art-eta (2) a iiwarftr irffftFr (JEftfafp; fqfrfn)' 
fk AT A ( 3) it TAA AAfcFT Afcfk f KHARf ffJAfTffA aTcTRATfAA ffAT fiDAr, Aftfs 

2 3 

"STATS Atf TWaA (ftA T AIAA) nA . ft . (fk TAFPf)' 

(a? a ft at aat ArrtFTmi*?r trraff*fA wkr $ Fft aa aa AIaat tiaa , After ft 

Ak*f 1981 if- Ar : 3*f% : mf^r-stepf ff'*rf ft)” ; 

(A) "a?>|A faJAfMtF'PT" % AiAA ETA (2) A f AAT' AftT itffftfa sk ATT? Afft’ TtfVfk fk 

Etf (3) A TAT farfVq SffafEf %'qrsARi fAKTfffalA AAEATf'TA fatef AFIAT, AAtf : 

2 3 

“viAcC. Atn itff f*FT (ftf TAR-FT ) rrA.ft. (ftAkflAA) 

(AC Stf/Tt A At AFA’AFA^A 1 ATAtVim MfAT ftWV AA- Aif AfWTfA Tlf A, 

sr&riA ft' ArAA spr, 1997 a at ta% atari 5 ?wia ft 1 At'ft)!" ; 

(?) "fo?ft fwffarAA' 1 % A 1 AT ETA ( 2 ) A ‘ffsftAT ?A ft<?A A.tfafASf**’ Afafa fkWA (3) A 
AAA AAfan Afafk % ASAff fAwrfAfaq- AA-^irPTA ffAT AkAr, AAtf : 

2 '3 : 

“®[ASt AFR AWaA (AAAIAAR-, nK.tt. (AAAiA AFt'./AlAT. fit fait. A FT. ) 

fAAFT/ArArff'A fkfanAA (a? as at aaT ArrarafArtr trrcftsrfa AWrftFft at a? Anfr w 

ARffjUA) AfATFA ARA, fcEft ft ATAA Alfa, 1982 A AT 31# AWF^ W(A ft nt“£)”' i 

(A) “AA^TA fsfETqkaiAA" % A (At ATA ( 2 ) A 'AFTf ATT Afft (TTrftfT WArfff^AT)' SW^I AtT TAA 
(3) A TAA ATffUq AffCA % A3A7T fTArfAfTTA ' ffAT ffAAT, AAAT : 

2 3 

“V ISFE7 A if itfefAA (RTA AAsft "A. ft. (AUt AAStt ARfAfFr) 

AMffif) (AK fSni’ Tjff AFRAfAFA ' AFffJTFT' ^i^W/fttfr W #.**.. fftTRT TlfA, 

ASATRR ft *m AT*#, l^i 4) AT A«WW|’5KFA ft'^ ft)’’ ; 

(®) “fSASTA A4A f ArAf TA A ( 2 ) A ‘arAT Ak A^ft (ffTAtA ff«i)’ Afffk ftf AT A 

( 3 ) it AAA AAfiJA ffA f A START fACAfAfATA AAEATfAA ffAT AnATt, Wtff's 

2 3 .... 

“ATAC: Atf A Ait (AAf4#TA) Af.nA. (tf^WfA)’ ' 

(A| A|qr A At ARFTfAF-A AFJ,Fa?1TA a|aT ?ttt AA A? ifk.T Alft itff m 'FTAA, 

ffAAT ftATAA TF^AT, 1987 if. AT AA% ATARI AfFt ft *lf ft)" ; 

(a) “%TA fAfrfktTff’ f ArAA TAa ( 2 ) ir' fFKT AtAl- AftflFf (fAA At A faAFT)’ Aftfk ftT ETA 
(3) it fTA AffAA AfA(k f A 5 A(f fARlfffq AARAlfAA ffAT ATAAT, AAFT : 

2 3 

“fffA?R ff*TAf (Af AAA FA.AtPR. (4«T fET frflpin 3fk f«T fT?A ffAFt) 

fffAFAr) j (pFTAAr%An ftA AST (Ag ASA! A At AFAAIAFA Af^faRTFt ttftfl ffjfT «TA AffTA fW(f!( 

AFA TaATA) ft ART 1981 it AT mtq; TRFT ft Af ft)” ; 
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(ft) “a>af fafafaaraR'' .fc.araa *aa (2) .a '.^rcar aifa itfisrraa (a»jfa faara ark ^ 7 >a fasria)’ 

sfafk ark sparer (3) a saa karfyn afafe % quara fkafafan aaaarfay faar arqar, a*ria: 

,2 3 

“vrasr afa irfsfaa (a-frtaarr 7 : -qa 7 *r, (a^faai*faf«P?ar) 
faftaar) (a? a?ar ?ra'r armraRf ar^fkira w^ar ■£ta>. 4 *a..as-et.qa. ■liffs'Fa 

a**? # araa 1970 if iff aa% aaRR ns, a art >r$ $)” ; 

-Ows«W!15 awkft&Hfl* ¥*%a ■ tft ii\ :.qa. 

(wfiiwtcrr ffffUwwwHr^' <srfjfwiR .ufat ?>ft Rkqa. .iriassr ^firsr, 
awrf ait am 1964 if ar g*r% fi>Rfcj; nm ^ 1t £) 

firatm sa afwrar $?a at at qa 

(9*5 w^frr aaVarfafTrapR srrafafim .a^rr ?M .sra .Vf -€\ ..qa. -am^r- 47, kr, 
-a*a£ m am sra?r, 1902 if ar zn % asarq aara $t m %) 

Tper 3 rra irW^T (tfrkfaaTa) ^a^^rttofiraoT) 

■ ($z>xkzi atftnfnfiffrnrw arrafatfra war,stir .aa a<? k.qa. .iffeaa aakr, 
..*ja$ :; 3 rk pr- a r f- pR(ritf»TfR-,?ffiT 3 r,.R^ff .akaran 4 .firam, 1.990 ,%\ at 
qsraqr aara aft af %) 


■ 4 fiR 3 rc fawnt: ^Ka-arn-ffrara) . qa, ,tft. 05. (^aaTa.fawfR) 

14qr$i*if cffatmt awafi urea. afaferarra atari sfrat aa m qa k qa afkaa akra, a*a$ 
aft am 4 firam:, ia 96 kt aimkaranraaTaaftaft) ”; 

(a-a) a few aka, wra. 1 1 k area arra ( 2 ) ifferaaraikafefaa (RfaHaT 

a^fa^rra) ’ aftffetrk w*r (3) ifqaaafefaa afaffe % qrara fka fafka m: ?arfaa fa a 1 snqaT, aafea 


. 2 


3 


‘ferakafaafefaa (aafkftw A qa. (*kt. qr^.) 

(it? atar aata^aawRarafkrraatarskimar? 1091 if arsakaroicf anakr 

kf |) 


mar nfa afefaa 
(qkffknkrsft) 


fajrra) 


-i-rfbqa. fq?t ) 

(a? awt aTmrsrrqf wrafama w?ar sufr m xz aa, 1993 if ar 3 R%qwi^ 
■ - iRia'ft irf |); 

. -qa.ifn '^brffa fama) 

(q?w^a^m^a35rqRsnqbr?iTa?riaTgqftara^jff, 2001 ifaraa% a?Ria sraia 
'tt'M*)’’ 


(z) “aTara tcr fa^srewr’- % araa arta (2) if ‘fi^'raT ^aaafwfaatai^r’ afafra arc fam (3) if saa 

aafaa ^rfafk % aaarq fkaM»a?r aa: aafcra fbar arqar, a«rfq: 


2 


“afari: afq;,n# q^r. qa (i qa ft) 

(marakaf^ aaianff) 

jiai ak; a Waa qa if (araqa aqrfama) 

(ararar arr^aara) (a a^Tr^ a^ff ,aaaawra arafaara afarq qtar.aa a naa farrfr afetar araa, 

^aaiar^amar#, 2001 a ar aa 4 i asaiaHaia ^taf&)"i 

fa^ at. 1101s/3/200l-qaf (aroaal-i)] 
fr. at. aaiara,aaq afaa 
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New Delhi, the 28th November, 2001 

S.O. 3383.—In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section(2) of the section 11 of the Indian Medical 
Conned Act, 1956 (102 of 1956), the Central Government after consulting the Medical Council of India, hereby 
makes the following further amendments in the First Schedule to the said Act, namely 

Tn the First Schedule to the said Act, 

(a) against the “Annamalai University”, undeT the heading ‘Recognised Medical Qualification’ [herein* 
after referred to as column (2)], after the entry ‘Doctor of Medicine (Biochemistry)’ and the entry'relating thereto 
under the heading ‘Abbreviation for Registration’ [hereinafter referred to as column(3)], the foil owing shall be 
inserted, namely : 



“Doctor of Medicine (Microbiology) ■ M.D. (Micro) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted 
in or after September, 2000, in respect of Raja Muthiah Medical 
College/Annamalai Nagar)”; 

(b) against the “University of Bombay”, in column (2), aftor the entry "Magistrar Chirurgiae (Neuro-Sur¬ 
gery)” and the ontry relating thereto in column (3), the following shall beinserted, namely: 

2 " ~ 3 

“Doctor ofMedicine (Psychiatry) M.D.(Psy.) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted 
in or after 1970, in respect of T.N. Medical College, Mumbai) 

D.P.M. 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted 
in or after 1964, in respect of T.N. Medical College, Mumbai). 

D.P.H. 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted 
in or after April, 1962, in respect of T.N. Medical College, Mumbai) 

Doctor of Medicine (Physiology) M.D. (Phy.) , 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted 
in or after April, 1973, in respect of T.N. Medical College, Mumbai 
and L.T.M. Medical College, Mumbai) 

Magistrar Chirurgiae(Urology) M.Ch.(Uro.) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted 
on or after October, 1981, in respect of L.T.M. Medical College, f 
Mumbai.)”, 

(c) against the “M.S. University of Baroda”, in column (2), after the entry “Doctor of Medicine (Psychiatry)’ 
and the entry relating thereto in column (3), the following shall be inserted, namely: 

2 3 

"Doctor of Medicine (Biochemistry) M.D. (Biochem.) 

(This shall be a Tecognised medical qualification when granted 
in or after 1981 in respect of Medical College, Baroda)”, 

(d) against the “Burdwan University”, in column (2), after the entry ‘Bachelor of Medicine and Bachelor 
of Surgery’ and the entry relating thereto in column (3), the following shall be inserted, namely; 

2 " ' ' 3 

“Doctor of Medicine (Biochemistry) M.D. (Biochem.) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted 
in or after June, 1997 in respect of Burdwan Medical College 
Burdwan)”, 


Diploma in Psychological Medicine 


Diploma in Public Health 
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(e) against the “University of Delhi’’, in column (2), after the entry ‘Diploma in Health Administration 
and the entry relating thereto in column (3), the following shall be inserted, namely: 

2 3 

“Doctor of Medicine (Community Medicine/ M D. (Conn Med/S.P.M.) 

Social and Preventive Medicine) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted 
in or after March, 1982, in respect of University College of Medical 
Sciences, Delhi)”, 

(f) agaisnt the “University of Gujarat", in column (2), after the enetry ‘Master of Surgery (Plastic Surgery)’ 
and the entry relating thereto in column (3), the following shall be inserted, namely: 

2 3 

"Doctor of Medicine (Forensic Medicine) M.D.fF.Med.) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when gran led 
in or after March, 1993 in respect of B.J. Medical Callege 
Ahmedabad)”, 

(g) against the “Himachal Pradesh University”, in column (2), alter the entry ‘Master of Surgery (Ortho¬ 
paedics)’ and the entry relating thereto in column (3), the following shall be inserted, namely: 

2 3 

“Master of Surgery(Ophthalmology) M.S. (Ophfh.) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted 
in or after October, 1987, in respect of Indira Gandh Medical 
College, Shimla)”, 

(h) against the “University of Kerala”, in column (2), after the entry ‘Doctor of Medicine (Cardiology)' 
and the enetry relating thereto in column (3), the following shall be inserted, namely: 

2 ’ 

“Magistrar Chirurgiae (Thoracic Surgery/ M.Ch. (Thoracic Sur)/(CVTS) 

(Cardio-Vascular & thoracic Surgery) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted 
in or after April, 1981, in respect of Medical College Thiru- 
vantbapuram)”, 

(j) against the “Mumbai, University", in column (2), after the enrry ‘Doctor of Medicine (Obsterics and 
Gynaecology)’ and the entry relating thereto in column (3), the following shall be inserted namely:— 

2 3 

“Doctor of Medicine (Psychiatry) M.p.(Psy.) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification w'hen granted 
in or after 1970, in respecg of T.N. Medical College, Mumbai), 

Diploma,in Psychological Medicine D.P.M. 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted 
in or after 1964, in respect of T.N. Medical College, Mumbai) 
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'EhPiH. 


Diploma'in Public Health 


Doctor of Medicine (Physiology) 


''-flU—- 


(This shall be a recognised'me'dickl qhkfifteation' when granted 
in or after April, 1962, in respect of T.N. Medical College, 
Mumbai). 

M.D, (Phy.) 

■ (This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted 
on''Or 'after 4th September, 1996, in respect of T.N. Medical 
Gbfatge,'Mumbai and L.T.N. Medical College, Mumbai) 


Registrar' Chimfgmc (Urology) 


M. Ch. (Uro.) 

(This shall i'be a recognised '-medickl -^qualification -»'when 
granted on or after 4th September, 1996, in respect of 
L. T. M. Medical College, Mumbai)”; 


(j) against the “Sanjay 1 G&ittihi 'Post <-Ghaduate 'institute of Medical Science, Lucknow”, in column 
(2), after the entry‘Doctor of Medicine 1 fNticlear'Medicine)’ and the entry relating thereto in column (3), 
the following shall be inserted, namely 


(2) 

(3) 

“Doctor of Medicine (Clinical Immunology) D. M. (Cl. lmmuno.) 

(This »hhll ,J be a recognised ..medical nqafilifitation - when 
- gtaftted in or after 1991) 

Doctor of Medicine (Endocrinology) 

Doctor of Medicine (Pathology) 

D. M. (Endo.) 

(This shall be a recognised medical qualification when granted 
in or after June, 1993) 

M. T>. (Path.) 

(This shall be a recognised medical quhliftcatlon "when 
granted in or after May, 2001)’’; 



(k) against the “Sardar Patel University”, in column (2), 'after ' the entry “lii'pkrma in ‘Anaesthe¬ 
siology’ and the entry relating thereto in colltmn (3), the following shall be inserted, namely 

(2) 

(3) 

“Master of Surgery (Otorhinofarittgology) 

Doctor of Medicine (General Medicine) 

M; S, (E.N.T.) 

M!T). (General Medicine) 

(These qualifications shall be- recognised medical qualifi¬ 
cations when granted onor-after ‘-March; 2001, in respect 
of'PrartUkhswaini Medical College, Karamsad)”. 


{No.-* V. Tl015/3/200M4E <'(Policy-1)] 
P. G. KALADHARAN, Under Secy. 
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[»Tt»T II—«T3(ii)]. mrnrr rrSTOJ : few*** I 5, 200l/mT5RW 24,1 H1’3 

- -—. z, , T-' 'nm 1 ^ v "*r-**i ? ^jw^ a i t i~, , j— ^rr — - - j_l-= .- ,^_ _. 

4 2001 

«FT-WH 3.384:---%rff UT^R n *TTCfl*T WTUfararPT Tf^*rftjftlT*T, T956 ( 1956TT 1 0 2) tfl STTTT- 3 H?T 3WU 
(l)% W? (w) % anTffT^Titxflr.^^TUPT W&H % qTPT^3PT%fWFT % ST. ^T.^PT^T W TTfatJRHr % ’STRt SH ^T 

f?lf*r % WFcftiT ^q - JnfwfThr % l 

«rer:*rs,^ rt* rfafMR,nf)«rm (,i) % gwr w* ^iRBr. nr^n- ^rffPr *qTf«u n^unr, 

vrrp=r qr+'ip; nff farir 9 w>, 19 6 0 ^r ttfa^Rr qrrsrr. h^tt 13 aflwr^irrfflrwfafmff *frr; wrotnt =fRfr %, w*m-;— 

^*Tftrc£^TTh‘‘tjm 3 ^ ( 1 ) % wx (*r) % w^pfa ^rfrw’ 1 sfftfo% uuitrt.W' smi 8 fptt ^frir *r3fm=r 

3pTfem% WT TK PTRf%rf%?TSVT1 cT«TTUfafe^T T^l STT^ff, *T*ff, :— 

“ 1 8- ST., fft TRT, 

fl»hrf*tnr WWT'waTIJfffU, 0<4JR 

arcr »t. rr. %.ttw, jjwf3«r«w; 

^frit WWK, 

f>?r7rnT-7930oi." 

[*frqT *ft* 1101 3/ 1 / 2001 -rnr#■. (sftffT-I) ] 
'ft, aft.- itwtrOT, wxr 


New Delhi, tbo 4th December, 2001 

S. O. 3384,^-Whereas the Central Government, in pursuance of clause (a) of Sub-section (1) 
of section. 3 of the Indian Medical Counoil Act, 1956 (102 of 1956) and in consultation with the 
Government of Meghalaya, have nominated Dr. C. Das of Shilling to. be a member of the M.edical 
Council of Lidia with, effect, from the date of issuer of this notification. 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of the provision of Sub-section. (1). of section. 3 of the said Act, 
the: Central Gotfeowtant, hereby makes theffollowing further amendment in the notification of the Govern¬ 
ment ,ofl Indie, ini the tlann,Ministry , of Health, number S. O. 138, dated the 9th, January, 1960, namely ; . 

In the said notification, under the heading ‘Nominated under clause (a) of Sub-section (1) of 
section (3)’, for serial number 18 and the entries relating thereto, the following serial number and entries 
shall be substituted, namely :— 

“ 18. Dr. C. Das, 

Honorary Adviser on Health to the Govt, of Meghalaya, 

C/o Dr. A, K. Das, Eye Specialist, Thana Road, 

Police Bazar, 

Shiltoag- 793 flM” 


[N V-.11013/1/200.1 -ME (Policy-!)] 
P- Q. fvALADHARAN, Under Secy, 
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ae ^r>r af ffT rraf ?rr*fWr wur aataa 
[eaetwt£ (fr)-2 aaata] 

Afe m 

fft f^ft, 29 H4H"'. 2 001 

TT-AT. 3385, — 28 A$A, 2001 AFA % 7TAAA 
% APT-Il, NT 3, AA-NA (ii) A ATdfSTA FA ATTET 
aH tjrfq- m* tnrfK FAtA AATAA if AFA AF7F 
foATY 8 ATA, 2001 Tit SffsnF'PTT JWT YT.5JT. 
86 3 %f Arfaft r m aMt #pt if "flftpjFAT 
% AfaYAA A” !PTT YT aft Al tflATT, A* ATT 

AfkYTft % at a fFm sfretfuY Etyta Efta fqr fq tr 

(ATYF YT uw, TTTTr) TFT faYfYT % fot Afa- 
1JAAT % TffTfvTT" T3T ATA I 

jAYTT 15( l)/2000-EA ER AT§ ( t ft)-2] 
FA. AF. AEfft, ATT AfAT 

MINISTRY OF SSI & AR1 
[SST(P) II Section] 

CORRIGENDUM 
New Delhi, the 29th November, 2001 

S.0.3385,—The words “In supersession of the 
notification of" in fourth and fifth line of the noti¬ 
fication of the Government of India in the Ministry 
of Small Scale Industries and Agro and Rural In¬ 
dustries, No. S.O. 863 dated 8th March, 2001 pub¬ 
lished in the Gazette of India, Part IT, Section-3, 
Sub-section (ii) daied 28th April, 2001, to be read 
as “in addition to the notification for the appoint¬ 
ment of Shri O.P. Dhingra, as Estate Officer, Delhi 
State Industrial Development Corporation Limited 
(A Government Undertaking) by“. 

[No. 15( 1 )/2000-SSl(P)~I I] 
H. R. JOSH1, Under Secy. 


ATT aU/ISA AwmE 
(A>f^A AW) 

fr-AT, 5 fTRT, 2001 

Yt.AT. 3386. —YFtA RTYTT, Alfa Y AfaF fafk 
xtTa, 1966% ATI 3 Y AW nfet A(fAY AfAA fhftT 
AfflfARA, 19 6 6 ( 1 9 66 AT 4) %T AFT 5 3TTT AT?A 
Trrf’PTTt YT AYtA Y T A §E, ATTA ATYF % AlR AfTRITA 
AAFPT (aTa^A Ter) YT AfsPJAAT A, 8 68, RUOn, 
18 AAA, 2001 A RY>JA YTAT %, AAfa 

ATA Afk^AAr A, “ATfaY AffffAW (%^TA ATYTT 
TA fafATT AA ATYF 5F.T A AAAI ALA YEFlfTAt 


% AAAAt A ATrAsf YTA % TsATA Fa^TA fifF rpr 
^) "Rfa % AtftA YR A, 7 AV. AA^ AAftm AfafeAf 
% TATA AT fAFAfAiNA , YA A. «fF AfafF T<#t 
Aimft, :— 

' 7. ’Tf A^AAAffT Rtf ?FA, AFfflA TFJTA AlfATT 

AA, AFf” I 

[A. EA^t— 1401 8/5/200 O-AA^t] 
ATT. EA. HrF, ATT AfAA 

ait fETAA—AA AftE^R! AT.AT. 5 75 7, AffbA 
11 ElTFAT, 198 5 A AYlfAR e£ «ft 
■ Aft AfFTAA^f AATrA YT.RT. 5 68 tFIn 
13 AFAft, 1991, YAAP 277, ATfNr 
27 FAA<t, 1996 RVt TT. m. 868, 

mftqr 18 AAA, 2001 TFT tw rprr I 

MINISTRY OF SHIPPING 
(Shipping Wing) 

New Delhi, the 5th December, 2001 

S.0.3386.—In exercise of the powers conferred 
by section 5 of the Seamen’s Provident Fund Act, 
1966 (4 of 1966), read with paragraph 3 of the Sea¬ 
men's Provident Fund Scheme, 1966, the Central 
Government hereby makes the following amendment 
in the notification of the Government of Tndia in the 
Ministry of Shipping (Shipping Wing) number 
S.O. 868, dated the 18th April, 2001, namely:— 

In the said notification, under the heading 
“Seamen’s Representatives’’ (Appointed by the Central 
Government after consultation with Organisations 
of Seamen recognised by that Government in this 
behalf) , for serial number 7 and the entry relating 
thereto, the following serial number and entry shall 
be substituted, namely:— 

“7. Shri Abdulgani Y. Serang, National Union of 
Seafarers’ of India, Mumbai". 

[No. ST-14018/5/2000-MT] 
R.S. BTSHT, Under Secy. 

Foot Note The principal notification was 
published vide S.O. 5757, dated the 11th December, 
1985 and subsequently amended vide S.O, 568, dated 
the 13th February, 1991, S.O. No. 277, dated the 27th 
January, 1996 and S.O, No. 868, dated the 18th 
April, 2001. 



[Hmu—sr*s3(ii)] 
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^frtcm 3 for inflow to tora*r 

IlffcWR, 2001 

^TT.aiT. 3387.- %^T fW*H <Pt ofay%?T 3 m amwp WcfTcT tff?TT % ffc 

vmt 3 4ii*ffe-^iefft wroiT^r irfartoprr % mm it toTefa it tmfa 
cRF> ^TfeRFT % qf^SH % fc^ ^o TtttoTJ^o^o S"RT 

WW teT# NSTPfr ^1%; 

3f*R, W^R <Pt TSW MI^McHI^-l «i|Wi % foR m 3im?W JRtof 

Ftcn t fa ^ vftt 3 ftofc ^fNr w^t^t tereT jrcrrra % afre *fr sh 

arf^jeprr ^ Wer^r i sftor t, suitor ^t artore arfvrcT ftnn 

3RT: anr, ^re^ryre, ^rfcm afre ^f^r (ijft 3 ^t reto r $ 

artore wt arsfr) aiftfPm, 1962 (1962 ^t 50) qrer 3 #T wttct (1) ztrt 
5T^tT TTftfTEff irefm §tj, ^raW ^y affirm rc wt antor w^t % arr^ 
an?m ¥t ttoreTr *fre?ft t; 

^ ar%, uft ar^jeJt 3 *rftoT sjf*r 4 %?ro fc, ^T cntosr tf, fatot w 
^ tremor 3 w wwrftrei ^r 3 t^rjert afcrof Trrore^ *e>t greT 
^n?ft t, ^*tor f^r % store, sjfa 3> wtctt^ *tt wtoT 
^ artore aptof ?re^ % *nrer 3 sft arpref ^j^tt, M»f sTtoRt, 
toTcto-tncto ^toipTT, 1RPTT 

toT^re-675001, g^ffe^y aft faftsid ^ ft arreto ftar ^ysu i 

3l^eft 

*(13211 4>*Tfe4> f^TTTT t SfSRl 4^aTi 


<'tl<34> ^T 3TW 

3IT?7 5THR 

^5T 

&tw ^I 

05? «^fe 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

^<3|<?y 

m* 

100 

2 

0-24 



100 

3 

0-02 



102 

3 

0-08 


3707 GI/ 200 I —6 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 



■ 

2 

■ 


BWlMlil 

52 

1 



s; 

mm 

5 

0-02 




1 

0-02 



44 | 


0-15 


1 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 


Aeipfcxrl 

162 

2 

0-03 



165 

1 

0-03 



181 

1 

0-01 



179 

1 

0-01 



179 

2 

0-01 4 



179 

3 

0-03 



182 

2 

0-01 



178 

2 

0-02 



178 

3 

0-02 



176 

2 

0-03 



2 

1 

0-02 



90 


0-05 



91 

2 

0-03 



175 

1 

0-09 



11 


0-02 


6'^iefwi 

53 

9 

0-01 



12 

2 

0-03 

L_ J 






[w4. 3ioi5/3/98-sfr.3irc-ii(vFT-iii)] 
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Ministry of Petroleum and Natural Gas 

New Delhi, the llthDecember, 2001 

S. 0.3387.— Whereas it appears to the Central Government that it is necessary in the public 
interest that for the transportation of petroleum products from Mangalore to Bangalore 
through Mangalore-Bangalore Pipeline Project in the state of Karnataka, a pipeline should 
be laid by M/s Petronet MHB Limited; 

And whereas, it appears to the Central Government that for the purpose of laying the said 
pipeline, it is necessary to acquire the right of user in land under which the said pipeline is 
proposed to be laid, and which is described in the Schedule annexed to this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 3 of the 
Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962, (50 of 
1962), the Central Government hereby declares its intention to acquire the right of user in 
the land described in the said Schedule; 

Any person, interested in the land described in the said Schedule may, within twenty one 
days from the date on which the copies of this notification, as published in the Gazette of 
India, are made available to the general public, object in writing to the acquisition of right 
of user therein or laying of the pipeline under the land to Shri K. AnandaMooIya, 
Competent Authority, Mangalore-Bangalore Pipeline Project, Old Deputy Commissioner’s 
Office Compound, Mangalore-575001, Karnataka. 


SCHEDULE 

STATE: KARNATAKA DISTRICT: DAKSHIN A KANNADA 


Name of 

Taluk 

Namaof 

Village 

Survey 

No. 

Part/ 

Hlssa No. 

(If any) 

EXTENT 

Acre - Cents 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

MANGALORE 

MULUR 

100 

2 

0-24 



100 

3 

0-02 

BELTHANGADY 

DHARMASHTALA 

162 

3 

0-08 

•TATE: KARNATAKA 

DISTRICT: CHIKMAGALUR 

Namaof 

Name of 

Survey 

Part/ 

EXTENT 

Taluk 

Village 

No. 

Hlaaa No. 





(If any) 

Acre • Guntas 

1 

2 

wa 

4 

5 

MUDIGERE 

BYDAVALU 

E9 

1 

0-07 



m 

3 

0-10 



124 


0-01 


DEVAVRUNDA 

191 


0-02 





0-10 





0-04 


HIRESHIGERE 

79 


0-02 



80 

2 

0-04 
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STATE: KARNATAKA 


DISTRICT: HASSAN 


Name of 
Taluk 


Name of 
Village 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 


KASBA ALUR 

111 

5 

0-06 



111 

7 

0-04 



76 

5 

0-03 



76 

6 

0-04 



48 


0-02 



92 


0-10 



89 


0-01 


HANTHANAMANE 

18 

1 

0-02 



17 

2 

0-02 



33 

3 

0-01 



35 

4 

0-02 



36 

2 

0-02 


YADUR 

166 

5 

0-02 



163 


0-04 



119 

2 

0-05 



70 

1 

0-01 


MAVANUR 

117 

3 

0-01 



118 

2 

0-01 



127 

4 

0-02 



127 

5 

0-01 

HASSAN 

THIMMANAHALLI 

2 

3 

002 



6 

5A 

0-01 


KANDALI 

sa 


0-11 



SB 

2 

0-02 



78 

1 

0-02 



78 

4 

0-04 



78 

6 

0-02 



78 

8 

002 


HALAVAGILU 

270 

2 

002 



52 

1 

0-03 


JODITHATTEKERE 

17 

5 

0-02 


SANKALAPURA 

63 

1 

0-02 


BUVANAHALL1 

44 


015 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 


MAILAHALLI 

162 

2 

0-03 



165 

1 

0-03 



181 

1 

0-01 



179 

1 

0-01 



179 

2 

0-01 



179 

3 

0-03 



182 

2 

0-01 



178 

2 

0-02 



178 

3 

0-02 



176 

2 

0-03 



2 

1 

0-02 



90 


0-05 



91 

2 

0-03 



' 175 

1 

0-09 


HARANAHALLI 

11 


0-02 


IIAMPANAHALLI 

53 

9 

0-01 



12 

2 

0-03 


[No. R-31015/3/98 OR-n(Pait-in) ] 
HARISH KUMAR, Under Secy. 


E$ 14 2001 

2KT.3TT. 3388,-ft^ftzr *Rcf>R <ft cfleftld 3 W 3TTTO^ R#d flcTT t fft 

'«*>h1cTc|7 TTvjTT 3 TOcft? ft cFTefr? TO ft^fcTOH TOlftf ft ttRcJ^I ft ffti 7 Ao 
\ T7 To xrsfo fto feff£|c^S gTET TO ^l^dT^T WTf^\ 7 ; 

3lk, ft^fa ftt, TO WTeTT^T feTEST^ ft ft feT\ r Tft5 3||cRTO 

FtUT t tft TO ft ft) f*T 3Tf^JTO ft 3 <#IcT % 3fR 

fftflft fftJE 7 ^ TOM ft TOTtE ft 3T$MR M 3rftr fftOT ^TE 7 ; 

3TCT: 3R, ft^ftf ETTOTC, ftftfcTOT 3ft? <5lPlv J l 4l$Mdl$H (ftft 3 TOTfE ft 
Srfft^ETC cpT 3T^T) 3lWm, 1962 (1962 M 50) ftt ETRT 3 ftt TOTRT (1) gETI 
TOT Yrfftft cfTT TOfE TOt jE 7 , TO 3 WiftT ft STfftpR 3TG^T cfR^ % 3ixft 

3TRKT eft ti^UH cp^ft ^ ; 

^RT ft% 3 ftTOIS ftt^ ^rf!RT 3 E Etfta ^ fft flft l ERE % TOTE ft W 

M^PlRfKl '5TT ^ifERJEEIEft 3TTE 'jpRTT ft) ER7 ft ^icfl ft fftl % ftlH *jfft ft ftft 

WW ^TT Mrft ^qftrr ft atfftfJR ft ft TOU ft, ft 3TlftEi 3^TT TlftE 

ETfroft ftrak-ftiftfr wrpn^r Efrftro, ftnft ftftft: to to° fto Idfftfts, fto 332 , e*te 
TO 'TOT •TOE fftfTOE, fts, ftroft—560052, TOfoR ftt MSET ft ^TT^E E>T EftvET 



[MFTII—^53(ii)] 


HTOT^>TTRnTS ; 15, 



24, 1923 
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ift 


^L'viU 



31FT 

f^FTT^fo 

farft ^ tfr ) 


3 

4 

5 

116 


0-03 

25 

2 

0-02 

46 

2 

0 - 01 

46 

3 

0 - 03 

46 

4 

0 - 01 

258 


0 - 08 

33 

3 

0 - 01 

317 


0 - 02 

36 

3 

0-02 

30 


0 - 03 

59 

1 

0 - 01 

67 

3 

0 - 01 

78 

1 

0-01 

7 


0 - 06 

121 

2 

0-08 

3 


0-03 

2 


0 - 01 

134 

4 

0 - 06 

140 

4 

0 - 02 

151 


0 - 02 

11 


0 - 03 



0 - 04 


60 

62 


2 

7 


0-01 
0-01 
0 - 13 



































s 


<^Phe1 



78 

67 

67 

61 

g&IMWI 

96 


93 


95 


93 


123 


169 


169 

WfRl 

52 


25 


58 


43 


139 


64 


[I 


- 09 

- 01 
•02 
- 02 
• 21 

- 04 

- 02 


1 - 08 
0-13 


0-02 


0-03 

0-01 


0-01 

0-10 


0-02 

0-13 


0-15 

0-02 

0-18 

0-01 

0-03 


0-01 
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1 - 1 - 

Z - ■ -1 

3 

* 

5 

«riic£< 

•bJPfrlcll- 

. 

3 

0-06 




2 

EBB 


anjtjRT 

55 

2 

0 - 02 



52 


0 - 01 



68 

2 

0 - 01 


WUT 

80 


0 - 02 



9 


0 - 02 



26 

T 

0 - 03 



26 

2 

0 - 09 



4 

2 

0 - 03 


1 KH . : 

4 

3 

0 - 07 



41 

4 

0-04 


[m 71.31 oi 5/29/2001-aft. am-nl 
TftTI^TK, 3TOR: wfqq 


New Delhi, the 14th December, 2001 

S. 0 . 3388—Whereas it appears to the Central Government that it is necessary in the public 
interest that for the transport of petroleum products from Mangalore to Bangalore in the 
State of Karnataka, a Pipeline should be laid by M/s Petronet MHB Limited; 

And whereas, it appears, to the Central Government that for the purpose of laying the said 
pipeline, it is necessary to acquire the right of user in the land under which the said 
pipeline is proposed to be laid, and which is described in the Schedule annexed to this 
notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 3 of the 
Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 1962^(50 of 
1962), the Central Government hereby declares its intention to acquire the right of user 
therein; 

Any person, interested in the land described in the said Schedule^may within twenty one 
days from the date on which the copies of this notification, as published in the Gazette of 
India, are made available to the general public, object in writing to the acquisition of the 
right of user therein for the laying of the pipeline under the land to Shri Arif Ulla Sharif? 
Competent Authority, Mangalore-Bangalore Pipeline Project, M/s. Petronet MHB 
Limited, No. 332, First Floor, .Darus Salam Building, Queens Road, Bangalore-560052, 
Karnataka. 
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SCHEDULE 


STATE : KARNATAKA 


TUMKUR DISTRICT 


NAME OF THE TALUK 

NAME OF THE 
VILLAGE 

SY. NO. 

HISSA 

NO. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

TURUVEKERE 

Indumaranahalli 

116 


■ 



25 

2 




46 

2 

0-01 



46 

3 

0-03 



46 

4 

0-01 


Dabbeghatta 

258 


0-08 



33 

3 

0-01 



317 


0-02 



36 

3 

0-02 



30 


0-03 


Guralamata 

59 

1 

0-01 

/• 


67 

3 

0-01 



78 

1 

0-01 


lllenahallikaval 

7 


0-06 


D.N.Purakaval 

121 

2 

0-08 


Doddabeeranakere 

3 


0-03 



2 


0-01 



134 

4 

0-06 



140 

4 

0-02 



151 


0-02 


Bytharahosahalli 

11 


0-03 





0-04 




2 

0-01 



60 

7 

0-01 



62 


0-13 


Varahasandra 

■BS 


0-09 





0-01 



HB 

2A2 

0-02 


Mallenahalli 

73 

3B 

HHjM 





0-21 



96 


1-04 



92 


0-02 


Thuyalahalli 



1 -08 





0-13 


Gavinathapura 

73 


0-02 

KUNIGAL 

Chattanahalli 

50 


0-03 



13 

2 

0-01 


Jaddigere 


2B 

0-01 





0-10 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 


Heddigere 

78 

2 

0-05 



67 

1 

0-05 



67 

2 

0-02 



61 


0-13 


Gunnagara 

96 

2B 

0-06" 



93 

1 

0-02 



95 


0-15 



93 

3 

0-02 



123 


0-18 



169 

5 

0-01 



169 

4 

0-03 


Rayagonahalli 

52 


0-13 



25 


0-03 


Kumdihalli 

58 


0-20 



43 


0-02 



139 


0-03 



64 

5B 

0-01 


Vanagere 

125 

5 

0-12 



155 


1 -09 



125 

6 

0-04 



125 

7 

0-14 



139 


0-10 



146 

2 

0-03 



135 


0-02 


K.Chaturbagha 

41 

1 

0-03 


Baqenahalli 

27 

IB 

0-06 


Kempasagara 

156 


0-02 


MANDYA DISTRICT 


NAME OF THE TALUK 

NAME CF THE 
VILLAGE 

SY. NO. 

HISSA 

NO. 

EXTENT 

A * G 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

NAGAMANGALA 

Siddapura 

27 

2 

0-01 



26 

6 

0-02 


BANGALORE RURAL DISTRICT 


NAME OF THE TALUK 

NAME OF THE 
VILLAGE 

SY. NO. 

HISSA 

NO. 

EXTENT 

A-G 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Magadi 

Yennlgere 

73 


0-02 

Vaddarahaili 

43 

6 

0-03 

Byrapura 

13 


0-01 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 


Thattekere 

66 

5 




66 

6 

0-08 



67 

1 

0-10 



67 

4 

0-01 



66 

8 

0-14 



67 

6 

0-05 



68 

2 

0-02 



66 

7 

0-12 



65 


0-02 


Ombathanakunte 

29 

5 

0-02 


Arasinakunte 

29 

4 

0-03 



43 


0-19 


Krishnapura 

27 

1 

0-03 


Bisalahalli 

34 


0-03 


Biskur 

38 

1 

0-01 



80 


0-08 


Sankiqattakaval 

1 

1 

0-02 


Hullenahalli 

91 

1 

0-01 


Muthaqadahalli 

40 

1 

0-28 


Sankiqatta i 

215 

5 

0-02 


Hebbalalu 

99 


0-02 


Narayanapura 

mm 

3 

1C C;; *9 




4 

B8!l 

NELAMANGALA 

Yelachagere 

88 

1 

0-09 

HOSAKOTE 

Naduvathi 

88 


0-02 


Tarabahalli 

69 

4 

SBB 



70 





23 


Hi 


BANGALORE DISTRICT 


NAME OF THE TALUK 

NAME OF THE 
VILLAGE 

SY. NO. 

8KT*Sh 

USm 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

BANGALORE NORTH 

Huskur 

158 


1-00 


Mathahalli 

114 


0-06 



116 


0-01 


Torenaqasandra 

19 

7 

0-01 


Jakkur 

91 

1A 

0-04 



91 

IB 

0-06 



85 

1 

0-03 


Vaderahalli 

36 


1-20 
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1 

2 

3 

A- 

L 5 I 

BANGALORE SOUTH 

Kannamangala 


3 




197 

2 

0-05 


Bidara Agrahara 

55 

2 

0-02 1 



52 


0-01 



68 

2 

0-01 



80 


0-02 


Bileshivale 

9 


0-02 


Kothanur 

26 

1 

0-03 



26 

2 

0-09 


K. Narayanapu 

4 

2 




4 

3 

Wl\LWk 


Avalahalli 

41 

4 

0-04 | 


[No. R-31015/29/2001 0R-I1] 
HARISH KUMAR, Under Secy. 


4 14 ftrH'WR, 2001 

yr.3R. 3389-— 4^7T 'fTWR 4t oitafeci 4 ZT5 3fm^ch SJcftcT ^tcTT $ f4 HgNT < % 

4 qi4qi41 4 4 hmio^i (?4R) mi 4^rfcm 

^3?cn4t 4 MRqgH 4 fcRJ «TRcT ^tfeRR ^r 4R?T v T fctf44s gM m filWK 9TSMdl$M 

flfak un4t ; 

3ik 4sfta wi>n 4t 44l WW %fi4 4 jj4vsh 4 f&i> 3i i q^» n44r ?4 ctt 
t f4 ^f4 4 ufr ^fT arf^cHT 4 4oui arj'^l 4 'oktcr t sfk 14 rt4 
f4wj ^jt 4 cf>T HtciN 4, wfpi 4 3rf4^R ^>t srcfcr f^nrr vsn^ ; 

3^3ra, 44ta wcuk, 4^fcm 3k ^Pm (^f4 4 <jm4 j i 4 a ri 4» i y ^>t 

^4^) 1962 (196 2 5 0) 4t ETRT 3 4t 33HNIVI (l) gNT JJgxT ¥lf4d4 

y 4Vi ^f4 4 vjm4u 4 34§ra>K 3Rifa ^4 4 3 r 4 sn^RT 4t ^ u 11 

t; 

4k ^44r,4t vi<w 4 44u ^f4 4 Ra«i<g t, vjyr crkter 4 f^m4t 
3l(bl^*H^4 ^^’fTRcT 4 "Vivjim^ 4f 444 TOW uHcTT 4l igqgffT 4 Weft t, 
4 cr, ^f4 4 44 Mi^Moii^'i Rw 4 4 44r 4 vjrtRt 4 344^pr <j>t 
^ ^ 4 41. 4. w, wi wtef4, gak rtht® m i ^ m el i g h 14rtr 4^4uht, 
'’TRcT 4s4foRFf qjKMlyjfM fc444g, 26, RT4 4^ — 452003 fau|y^?|) 4t fifrffocT 

wr 4 3n4^T 4w ^h4rt; 


3707 GI/2001—8 
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aitggra 


teflcl : JFI^QCR 

foIJU : 3TZ3froI 


9M 951 oll<H 



waoiriai^ 

3 (H. 3R?0) 

0.0039 

4/1 

0.7968 

4/2 


4/3 


4/4 

> 

4/5 


4/6 


4/7 ' 


6 

0.2467 

14 

0.0638 

8,9 

0.0046 

13 

0.1057 

12/2 

0.0629 

22/4/1 

0.0982 

22/4/2 

0.0191 

22/1 

0.3169 

22/3 

0.0638 

33(^r) 

0.0325 

3. ditPioR 

18 

0.0767 

19 

0.3071 

20 (?i.^n?n) 

0.0181 

23(^1. -Hell) 

0.1019 

22 

0.1008 

24 

0.5263 

25(^.^rftt?) 

0.2502 

26 (^ft) 

0.0366 

33(TT.xRFrT?) 

0.2514 

35 

0.1197 

34/1^34/17 

0.6659 

99/1^99/6 

0.0361 

104(*RTC9T) 

0.0301 

106/1 'i 

0.1780 

106/2 J 










[HFTII—STO3(ii)] 


2001/3nHfT*PT 24, 1923 


ra ra ora 


SKSSi? (faEto_) 


<t>I<Pc^CX 


loaTH.xRrm?) 

107/1 107/10 

116 (a.«ucu) 
119/1 
119/2 
119/3 
119/4 
14/1/1/1 
14/1/1/2 
5/1 
5/2 

4,4/88 

3(H-cNHI - IS) 

33/1 

33/2 

33/3 

32/1 

32/2 

32/3 

36/2 

37/1 

37/2 

38/2 

85 (3loHefl> 
19/1/2 
19/2,15/2 
19/3,16 
19/4 
19/5 

19/1/1 (acEEII© 
17 




0.1854 

0.3616 

0.0213 

0.1074 


0.4037 

0.1985 

0.2397 

0.0696 

0.2298 


0,0076 


0.3364 

0.1236 

0.0221 

0.5669 


0.0166 

0.1704 
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am m dim omsrz [ 


©MP$<3I (foK?R..) 18/1 1 

0.0071 

18/2 j 


15 

0.1711 

13 3nst3) 

0.0458 

77/2/2 ^ 

0.0515 

77/2/1 


77/1/1 


77/1/2 


77/1/3 j 


80,81 

0.2356 

84 

0.3875 

83 

0.0084 


[m 3T. 31015/37/2001 -sft.'STK-II] 
( 50^1 


New Delhi, the 14th December, 2001 

S. 0.3389.— Whereas it appears to the Central Government that it is necessary in 
public interest that for the transport ,of Petroleum products from the Panewadi 
vivionmad) terminal in the State of Maharashtra, an extension pipeline to Manglya 
(Indore) in the State of Madhya Pradesh should be laid by Bharat Petroleum 
Corporation Limited; 

And whereas it appears to the Central Government that for the purpose of laying 
such pipeline, it is necessary to acquire the right of user of land under which the 
said pipeline is proposed to be laid and which is described in the Schedule 
annexed hereto; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (1) of section 3 of 
the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act, 
1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby declares its intention to acquire the 
rigl Xi of user therein ; 

Am person, interested in the land described in the said Schedule may, within twenty 
on 2 days from the date on which copies of the Gazette of India containing this 
notification are made available to the public, object in writing to the acquisition of the 
light of user therein for laying of the pipeline under the land to Competent Authority, 
Sini V.P. Pathak, Mumbai-Manmad Pipeline Extension Project, Bharat Pertoleum 
Corporation Limited, 26, Park Road, Indore-452003 (Madhya Pradesh). 



[VFTII-^¥3(ii)] _ Vrm^iT wn : 15, 2001/3?!^^ 24, 19 23 __ _ 7495 

SCHEDULE 

TEHSIL; MAHESHWAR DISTRICT : KHARGONE STATE : MADHYA PRADESH 
NAME OF VILLAGE | SURVEY NO. 1 AREA IN HECTARE 

1. BHAVANTALAI 3 (GCT) 0 0039 

4/1 n 0.7968 

4/2 

4/3 

4/4 

4/6 

4/6 

4/7 ' 


6 0.2467 

14 0.0638 

8,9 0.0046 

13 0.1057 

12/2 0.0629 

22/4/1 0.0982 

22/4/2 0.0191 

22/1 0.3169 

22/3 0.0638 

33(RIVER) 0.0325 

2. BAKANER 18 0 0767 

19 0.3071 

20(GCT) 0.0181 

23 (G.DRAIN) 0.1019 

22 0.1008 

24 0.5263 

25(GL) 0.2502 

26(R1VER) 0.0366 

33(GL) 0.2514 

35 0.1197 

34/1 to 34/17 0.6659 

99/1 to 99/6 0.0361 

_ _ 104(GCT) 0.0301 
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(name of village 


BAKANER (Cont'd) 


3. KUSUMBIYA 


4. KAKARDA 


SURVEY NO. 


106/1 
106/2 
108(GL). 
107/1 TO 107/10 
116 (G.DRAIN) 
119/1 
119/2 
119/3 
119/4 
14/1/1/1 
14/1/1/2 
5/1 
5/2 

4,4/88 

3(GL) 

33/1 

33/2 

33/3 

32/1 

32/2 


37/2 

38/2 

85(G.DRAIN) 
19/1/2 
19/2,15/2 
19/3,16 
19/4 
19/5 

19/1/I (GL) 
17 
18/1 
18/2 
15 

13(NH 3) 


AREA IN HECTARE 


0.1780 

0.1854 

0.3616 

0.0213 

0.1074 


0.4037 

0.1985 

0.2397 

0.0696 

0.2298 

0.0076 


0.3364 

0.1236 

0.0221 

0.5669 


0.0166 

0.1704 

0.0071 

0.1711 

0.0458 
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[HFTIl—73T*S3(ii)] 15, 2001 /3W?W'I 24, 1923 


NAME OF VILLAGE 

SURVEY NO. 



AREA IN HECTARE | 

KAKARDA (Cont'd) 

77/2/2 

> 


0.0515 


77/2/1 





77/1/1 





77/1/2 





77/1/3 

J 




80,81 



0.2356 


84 



0.3875 


83 



0.0084 

|No. R-31015/37/2001OR-D] 
HARISH KUMAR, Under Secy. 


M te#, 14 k-HWH, 2001 

'f’T- OT. 3390.— Anftif TOR A AR ^af^JT WT^fT^T (•jfA ft vJq^fnT A 

3qteR m 3Rfa) atrf^m, 1962 (1962 50) (fAA 5*fA TORT WT 3ffAfft7Rf 

^T TWT %) At EfRT 3 Efft 33W7T (l) A 31#^ *3Rft E|ft RRcT 7REJTR A ^rfcRFf 3 ft? 
VH^fcicp %T WRTO At 3d^g^rr A . ER. 3TT. 3393 cTTA^ 11 W«R 1999 3?R 2712-2713, 
cTtA^st 08 3ragcR 2001 gRT E3R 3fingxFTI3ft ft ft fclfftf^ Tjfft if, UTc^'fcIch 

ft^T ft yfftffRT ft f^r, TJ3RRT 7RR if foTcTT ^cf if ?ARt ft f^RTT WEI if <^\5f cRf> 
?fo*Rt Vlftfftcb<R1 cRRrWr ferfftcPg gM WW ftwft EJJT'ft ft uAvjH ft fcRJ 
EjyftpT ft 3fteR ER 3fftR EfR% ft 3Rfft 3TRW At ftty"IT Ejft eft ; 

AW icra^T '(ivjih-pi 3rf^gxRrr At yfftft >jHcii At 17-10-2001 At 33 w$t efrt At r^ eft ; 

3iW i?m wifSlcni-il A rw aftgrfim At ejm 6 Ejft wtrt ( 1) A 3ifttR ftftjta ww? At 

araftt AAA A A t; 

3fR, AAA 7RERR A EJEFcf fftftft Rf fftcfR RRft A RRRT, 3 tA^cH| A ft<HH 3T^A 

A fftfftfAe *jfft A EjqAA w sriSfasw srf^A ^rA ret fftfAfArR fftm t; 

3RT: 3m, cAAA WRR E3EftT SffftfftqR eA £TRT 6 eA vJMMKI ( 1) 3RT TRRT iftftlA cR 

yAnr ejrA jk? w AArt EjRftt t fft srt srfA^-ii A ar^At A ejw ^ 
A wtcttsA fftwiA A Aty vjmAA w 3ftoR m 3rA Artt wy 

3 fR AAA wr, srlftfftzrc At etrt e eA ^mimri (4) srt yy^r TrfAift er yfttR 
^ ttf fAA?T AA t fA eje^ ijfA A E3yAq e^ 3rteR ^ff Atw A yy^RFr At 
crrftESf A cAAy^ A fAfAr AtA A R=nft AetAiA A AAfAffty^ 

fcifA^, rAe 3T, f^fcTT -■ Wcf A fA%T I 
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<n^M (tato) i sftranc 


fluw i 


» TOre 


it 


( 4 ) 


120/ «T - MPf 

00 

12 j 

23 

120/ * - W 

00 

n 

40 

120 / *r* «nn 

00 

09 

32 


00 

00 

65 

*»nw 

00 

00 

40 

95-wn 

00 

24 

20 

97-«im 

00 

00 

80 

90 - ar+wirv 

00 

20 

40 

91 - *»n 

00 

03 

15 

92-<lPl 

00 

31 

50 

88-m»I 

00 

01 

50 

Wit* 

00 

00 

60 

61 - *IPI 

00 

27 

55 

vtWt 

00 

05 

98 

60 - *?PT 

00 

00 

48 

57-HPT 

00 

19 

74 

56-*IPl 

00 

14 

33 

58-«lPf 

00 

00 

34 

23 - *JPI 

00 

09 

90 

24 - «IPI 

00 

08 

75 

25-«!P! 

00 

00 

25 

94 - «in 

00 

13 

50 

96-*IP! 

00 

02 

00 

109/ «♦ * 

00 

17 

34 

lio-<mr 

00 

13 

00 


[tfll.U T(?I-14014/11/99—# l ft( , ^ T T'rV0] 
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New Delhi, the 14th December, 200] 
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s. o. 3300,— Whereas by notifications of the Government of India, Ministry of 
petroleum and Natural Gas S O, N, o. 3 193 dated the 1 l' lh Novermber, 1999 and S.O. Nos. 
2712*2713 dated the 8 th October, 2001 issued under sub*section (1) of section-3 of the 
Petroleum and Minerals pipelines (Acquisition of Right of User in Land) Act 1962 (50 of 
1962) (hereinafter referred to as the said Act), the Central Government declared its 
intention to acquire the right of user in the lands specified in the Schedule annexed to 
those notifications for the purpose of laying pipelines for transport of Natural Gas in the 
State of Gujarat from Hajira in District Surat to Dahej in District Bharuch by the Indian 
Petrochemicals Corporation Limited, 

And whereas, copies of the said Gazette Notifications were made available to the public 
on 17 10.2001; 

And whereas, the Competent Authority has under sub-section (1) of section*6 of the said 
Act submitted his report to the Central Government; 

And whereas, the Central Government has after considering the said report, decided to 
acquire the right of user in the lands specified in the Schedule appended to this 
notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of tlie powers conferred by sub-section(l) of section-6 of the 
said Act, the Central Government hereby declares that the right of user in the said lands 
specified in the Schedule annexed to this notification is hereby acquired for laying the 
pipelines; 

And, further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section(4) of section-6 of the 
said Act, the Central Government hereby directs that the right of user in the said lands 
shall instead of vesting in the Central Government vests on this date of the publication of 
this declaration in the Indian Petrochemicals Corporation Limited, Dahej, Dist- Bharuch. 


3707 GI/2001—9 
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SCHEDULE 

TALUKA : OLPAD DIST: SURAT STATE : GUJARAT 


Area 


Name of Village 

(1) 

Survey/Sub Division 
or Block No. 

(2) 

Hectare 

(3) 



Vadod 

'zu in -Part 

00 

12 

23 


12<VB -Part 

00 

11 

40 


P*rt 

00 

09 

32 


Canal 

00 

00 

65 



00 


40 


95 - Part 

00 


20 


97 - Part 

00 

00 

80 


90 / A+B Part 

00 

20 

40 


91 - Part 

00 

03 

15 


92 - Part 

00 

31 

50 


88-Part 

00 


50 


Cart Track 

00 


60 


61 Part 

00 

27 

55 


Vadoti Khadi 

00 


98 


60-Part 

00 


48 


57-Part 

00 

19 

74 


56-Part 

00 

14 

33 


58-Part 

00 


34 


23-Part 

00 


90 


24 - Part 

00 


75 


25-Part 

00 

00 

25 


94-Part 

00 

13 

50 


96-Part 

00 

02 

00 


109/A+B 

00 

17 

34 


110-Part 

00 

13 

00 


[No. L-140 14/11/99-—GP(Vol. IV)J 
SWAMI SINGH, Director 
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[eft ii—isn^ 3 (h)] era '■w wra : tew 15, 20 oi/ 3 hj*fui 24, 1923 


sm-^rrm 

19 3TO, 2001 

■^TTo 3TTo 3391.-—3MfmF arfafwr, 1947 
(194711 14) RTF 17 % 31^04 #, T-G4 EFklCdNFIT 
SI’hIH'H, 4R<d'LTH fe c (l'JH % TTSF-kiN % Lr-il'i’K-tiT 31# 
ii# % ##t, 3T^q # fhffe aiVdtfro #ftf; # 

'k-sld TK^hR dftw)Pl=fi 3lft(<tH u l Ijq$ |p(l % H-qii #) W'wfj’Kl 
wtt, #T RFlfPf T1FSTT #1 19-11-2001 #tUTFT^3TT cm 
[#. RcL-42012/256/99-31#. 3TTT. ( 15 ). ^.)] 
^Mcjl TFT Rdf, #TR7 3##^#) 

MINISTRY OF LABOUR 

New Delhi, the 10th November, 2001 
S. O. 3391.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act. 1947 (14 of 1947), tile Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court 
Guwnhati as shown in the Anncxure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Yojana Assamese. Publication Division 
and their workman which was received by the Central 
Government on 19-11-2001. 

[No. L-42012/256/99-1. R (D. U.)j 
KIJLD1P RA1 VERMA. Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

IN THE INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL : 

GUWAHAT1 : ASSAM 
REFERENCE NO. 6(C) OF 2000 
Present Shri K. Sarnia. L.L.B., 

Presiding Officer. 

Industrial Tribunal. Guwahali 
In the matter of an Industrial 
Dispute between ; the Management 
of Editor-cuin-Sl. Correspondent 
Yojana (Assamese). Publication 
Division 

lx 

Shri Hart Saikia 
Date of Award ; 6-9-2001 

AWARD 

The reference arises out of the Govt, order No 
L-42012/256/99/lR(DU) dt 2-3-2000 relates to the 
dispute indicated in the schcdulc.belovv : 

"Whether (lie action of the management of Yojana 
Assamese. Publication Division, Guwahati in 
terminating the services of their workman Sh. Hari 
Saikia w.c f. 1-9-99 is justified. If not. to what relief 
the workman is entitled?” 

Record put up today. This reference was fixed on 
31 -12-00 But since then, none of the parties has appeared 
and lake anv step in this reference nor record is put up 


before me From the conduct of the parties, I am satisfied 
that there exists no dispute between the parties and hence 
reference is disposed finally by passing a no dispute 
award. Prepare an award accordingly. 

K. SARMA, Presiding Officer 
19 w*tt, 2001 

^To 3TTO. 3392—3^Et)filth faqTF 3rfcrf#FT, 1947 
(1947 R7T 14) #1 dTTT 17 # 3HETH #, %##T TRFTTT fhETT 
FFT)- T kti7MI5'JlT S'-FTldv: #^7 % FURT-TT % 1W4; hF/lFR! 

3i# <sn<b chd'w-il % #Nt, 3T^nt # Pifev aiWlfVk htdie # 

Nltllf'l'k 3li#qi<u| <Jp|(j# % Mdlct Fit h^hlftkl 
TO! f, vs# TPFfiK 19-11-2000 #tHTRT^3Tr cm 

[TT. PjTr.-42012/69/2000/31#. 31R. ("it. "*&)] 
4 TFT Rdf, 3lfk|e^)d 
New Delhi, the 19th November, 2001 

S. O. 3392.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court 
Bangalore as shown in the Anncxure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Regional Bio Fertilizer Development 
Centre and their workman which was received by the 
Central Government on 19-11-2001. 

|No L-42012/68/2000-1. R. (D. U.)l 
KUI.D1P RAI VERMA. Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
""SHRAM SAD AN” 

III MAIN. Ill CROSS. II PHASE. TUMK.UR ROAD. 
YESHWANTHPUR. 

BANGALORE. 

Dated : 15th October. 2001 
PRESENT 


HON BLE SHRI V. N. KULKARNI. d.com 1 i n. 


PRESIDING OFFICER 
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT. 
BANGALORE. 

C.R. No. 29/2000 

I PARTY II PARTY 


Shri L Nagaraj. 

S/o Late Shri Lingappa. 
No. 73, Guddadahalli. 

R. T. Nagar Post 
Bangalore-560032 
(Advocate-Anand Raman) 


Regional Director, 
Regional Bio Fertilizer 
Dev. Centre. No. 34, 

V Main Road, Hebbal. 
Bengalorc-560024 
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AWARD 

1 The Central Government by exercising the 
powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-section 2A of the 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 has 
referred this dispute vide order No. L-42012/68/2000/ 
IR(DU) dated 9th August 2000 for adjudication on the 
following schedule : 

“Whether Shri L, Nagaraj, former daily paid worker 
is eligible to claim regular employment under the 
Regional Bio FcrtilD.er Development Centre, 
Bangalore'' If not, to what relief the workman is 
entitled 

2 The 1 irst party was working as Casual Labourer 
during October 1992. He was dismissed therefore, the 
Industrial Dispute is raised. 

3 Parties appeared. 

4. First Party filed Claim Statement, 

5 Management has not filed any counter. None 
was present for the management therefore the matter was 
posted for evidence of the first party. 

6 . Workman got examined himself as WW 1. Again 
management remained absent. 

7 1 have heard the arguments and posted the matter 
for award. 

8 Case of the workman is that he was selected and 
appointed as a Casual Labourer during October 1992 
against a substantial and sanctioned post continuously 
without any interruption till July 1995. He worked for 
more than 240 days The management without any reason 
till of a sudden and without complying the provisions of 
Section 25 F of the ID Act refused employment. The 
action of th; management is not correct The first party' 
iTis prayed to pass award in his favour. Workman gave 
evidence in support of his Claim Petition. There is no 
;;:tson to discard the evidence of the workman as he 
continuously worked for more than 240 days. 
Management has not challenged his evidence. 

9 Taking all this into consideration and the 
certificate EX. W1 issued by the management, I proceed 
o pass the following order : 

ORDER 

The reference is allowed The management is 
Ouecied to reinstate the first party to the post in which 
w. was working. In ,,lf ' f i/en circumstances no back 

v u'cs arc given 

! Dictated to PA transcribed by her. corrected and 
t if ,.; h', ui: on 15"' October 2001) 

V N. KULKARN1. Presiding Officer 

M hrmt, 19 2001 

o 3Ro 3393,—filial Pi 4? 1947 

( , > 7 ^FT14) Tf 17 % OT«hR fl'JHH 


[Part II—Sf.c, 3(ii)] 

^ TTOfirn 

-jft 777'TilT ^ 19 -11-2001 RTRTgaiT «tT I 
[ri. 1^.-42012/33/92-31^. 3117. fsl. ?{,)] 
71 ,r 1 ^*lf, 3|ft|cf>lJ) 

New Delhi, the 19th November, 2001 

S. O. 3393.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court 
Jabalpur as shown in the Annexurc in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Regional Medical Research Centre for 
Tribals and their workman which was received by the 
Central Government on 19-11-2001. 

[No. L-42012/33/92- 1. R. (D. U.)| 
KULDIP RA1 VERMA, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL. GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT 
JABALPUR 

Case No. CG1T/LC/R/205/95 
PRESIDING OFFICER : SHRI K. M. RA1 
Shri Vijay Kumar Thakur, 

S/o Shri Narmada Prasad Thakur, 

R/o Simra, Post Sarond. 

Teh Patan, 

Distt. Jabalpur Applicant 

V/s 

The Director. 

Regional Medical Research 1 
Indian Council of Medical Research, 

Dhanwanti Nagar, 

Medical College. 

Jabalpur Non-applicant 

AWARD 

Passed on this 15th day of Octoof 01 
l. The Government of Indiu Mioish v of Labour 
vide order No L-42012/33/92-IRDU dated 30-11.95 hgs 
referred the following dispute for adjudication by this 
Tribunal— 

"Whether the action of the management -f Regional 
Medical Research Centre for Tribals (1CMR) Jabalpur 
intermmatingtheservicesorShri Vijay Kumar Thakur 
S/o Narmada Prasad Thakur is legal and justified? If 
not. what relief the workman is entitled to?” 
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?.. The learned counsel for the management raised 
ail objection regarding (he maintainability of this dispute 
before this tribunal in the light of notification of 
Government of India published in the official Gazette 
dated 17-12-98. The present dispute is maintainable 
before the CAT The learned counsel for the workman 
has not filed any reply. 

3. In view of the facts stated above, it will be 
appropriate that the present dispute be disposed ofT by 
the competent court. In such a circumstance, it is hereby 
directed that the workman should approach the improper 
forum for determination of the dispute in question. This 
dispute is not decided on merit by this tribunal. The 
reference is answered accordingly. 

4 Copy of the award be sent to the Ministry of 
Labour Govt, of India ns per rales. 

K.M. RAf, Presiding Officer 
M 19 WtIT, 2001 

iStTo 3TTo 3394—eijrilfrw f«RTTR 3tfbrfTmt, 1947 
(1947 ^ 14) m rto 17 

■'ll4 % wwt % huYWi aifa vH<h *t>4hii'0 % 
iUdprt R ctftFjtpT’R fartTR 4 RWIT rtitjlElT 

ArfLp^vRlj wt j IZ-fI< %RRld Zfij ^ HVWt 

Rll 19-11-2001 RTRT ^3TT err I 

[Tf. m-42012/27/98»3TTi -RFC. Csl "*{.)] 
^RPthr tpt Rtrf, tw arftpBit 
New Delhi, the 19th November, 2001 

S, O. 3394. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Indusiiial Dispute Act. 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal-ciini-Labour Court 
Bangalore as shown in the Annexnrc in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Tobacco Board and their workman which 
was receiv ed by the Central Gov ernment on 19-11-2001. 

|No L-42012/27/98-1, R (D. U.)| 
K.ULDIP RA1 VERM A. Desk Officer 

ANNEX! IRE 
BEFORE 

THE, CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT 
‘SHRAM SADAN" 

HI MAIN. Ill CROSS. 11 PHASE, TIJMKUR ROAD, 
YESHWANTHPUR. 

BANGALORE 
Dated ; 24th October. 2001 
PRESENT 

HONBL.E SHRI V. N. KULKARNI. b.vom. l i. n. 


PRESIDING OFFICER 
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT. 
BANGALORE 

C.R. No. 84/98 


1 PARTY 

Shn Kadegowda, 

S/o Mallegowda, 

By slot h i nunanakoppa I 
Yenncholckoppal 
Post, Paudavapma Taluk, 
Mnndya Distt 571427 

(Advocalc — 

Shii B. S Venkalesh) 


II PARTY 

The Chairman, 

Tobacco Board. 

Minis! ry of Commerce, 
Gov l ol India. 

No 1/9. Bird Cross, CSI 

Compound. Annex-11 
Unity 

Building Bangalore— 

500027 

Adv ocatc - ■ 

Shri Ravi B Naik 


AWARD 


1. The Ccnlral Governmcnl bv exercising the 
powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-scclion 2A of ihc 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes AcL 1947 has 
referred this dispute vide order No L-42012/27/98/ 
IR( DU) dated I0(h September. 1998 for adjudication on 
the following schedule 

Schedule 

"Whether (lie action of the management of Tobacco 

Board is justified in not regularising the services 

of Shri Kadegowda. Ex Group D employee? If so. 

to what relief he is entitled?” 

2. First party was working with the Second Party 
He was terminated and therefore, industrial dispute is 
raised. 

3 Parties appeared and filed claim statement and 
counter respectively. 

4. The case of the first party' in brief is as follow s . 

5. The first party belongs to Backward 
community. He was appointed as watchman on daily 
wages w.e.f. 12-9-84 and he was posted at diITcrent places 
as stated in para 2 of the Claim statement His service.-, 
were discharged and therefore, the action of the 
management is not correct, lie has complelcd 240 dnvs 
work and the dismissal order is not eon eel because il 
amounts to retrenchment 

fi. It is the further case of the first party that he 
had filed Writ Petition before the high Court of Karnataka 
and High Court of Karnataka hv its ordei dated 17-9-97 
directed the first party to appioacli the Labour Court. He 
is a workman and order of dismissal is not Correct. F irst 
party for these reasons and for some otlu i masons has 
prayed to pass award in Ins lav mu 
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7 The case oi' the Second Party in brief is as 
follows :— 

8 . The history of Tobacco Board’s establishment 
is given in detail. The nature of work undertaken by the 
management is also given in detail. 

9. It is the further ease of the management that 
the appointment made by the board arc purely on 
contractual basis and the same does not confer any rights 
for regular appointments, the term of employment of such 
employee will come to an end of the reason automatically 
on competition of four months or closure of auctions 
whichever is earlier. 

10. It is the further case of the management that 
the first party has worked as a Watchman on a season 
basis during the auction season of 1984 to 1987. The job 
chart of various category of season staff shows that their 
work is confound only to the auction platform premises 
for a particular season and do not extent to motivation 
or extension etc. The interview letter also specifically 
mentioned that these posts are purely temporary' and sea¬ 
sonal in nature The allegation that the first party was 
working as regular employee and he was asked to fur¬ 
nish his details arc not correct. The first party was well 
aware that his appointment was only for a particular 
season and his employment will automatically be termi¬ 
nated on completion of said period or on completion of 
auction. The allegations that the first party worked for 
240 days is not correct. Management for these reasons 
and for some other reasons has prayed to reject the refer¬ 
ence. 

11. It is seen from the records that MW 1 is 
examined on behalf of the management Workman got 
examined himself as WW1. 

12 . I have heard the arguments and persued the 
records carefully. The first party' has filed written argu¬ 
ments and relied some citations and I have read them 
carefully. 

13. According to the evidence of MW1 auction sys¬ 
tem was introduced in the year 1984. It was a seasonal 
work. First party was taken for work but he was not a 
permanent employee. The season starts front September 
to January every year. Local candidates through Employ¬ 
ment Exchange were taken. First party w^p also taken as 
Watchman. First party never worked continuously. It is 
in the cross examination of MW 1 that they have regular 
employees and therefore, taking first party as watchman 
does not arise at all. 

14. Against this we are having the evidence of 
MW1 who says that he has worked continuously for 3 
years i.e. 1984 to 1987. 

15. First party admits in his cross examination that it 
is true that there were seasonal workers with the second party. 

16. With this it is clear that the contention of the 
management that the first party was taken as Watchman 


for seasonal work is correct. We arc having Ex W2 and 
according to this the first parly was working as a Gr_. D 
on consolidated wages since 12.9.84. 

17. We are having a circular Ex W4 from the 
department to the effect that all daily wages watchman 
and attenders working under auction Platform No. 1 were 
formed to submit certificates and other Testimonials re¬ 
lated to their Education, date ofbirth. caste etc. and they 
arc informed to furnish on or before 10-3-1985 for fur¬ 
ther needful action to that office. 

18. There is also as office order Ex. W6 to the 
effect that four persons w ere taken as watch man on tem¬ 
porary basis and their services can be terminated at any 
time without assigning any reasons whatsoever, 

19. We are also having the relieving order of first 
party and others. From the Circular Ex. W4 one thing is 
clear that the management wanted to take further action 
in respect of Gr, D workman who were working with the 
management. It is true that the work was seasonal. It is 
also true from the documents given by the management 
that the first party' worked from 1984 to 1987. 

20 . The learned counsel for the first party work¬ 
man argued that the management has not produced the 
attendance register to prove that the first party worked 
only on seasonal basis and not from 1984 to 1987 The 
management ought to have produced the attendance reg¬ 
ister but that is not produced. The first part)' has relief 
the following decisions : 

(1) 1990 (1) LLJ 320 

(2) 1990 (1)LW 344 

(3) 1990 (2) LLJ 62 

(4) 1991 Supreme Court Digest 

(5) 2001 AIR Supreme Court Weekly 

21. I have read the above decisions carefully. Keep¬ 
ing in mind he principles held in the above decisions 
and the fact that the first party has worked from 1984 to 
1987, the action of the management seems to be unfair. 

22. Considering all these facts, 1 am of the opin¬ 
ion that the management can consider to take the first 
party as Watchman and regularise his services if he ful¬ 
fills all the conditions required in the light of Circular 
Ex. W4 issued by the management. Accordingly I pro¬ 
ceed to pass the following Order : 

ORDER 

The reference is partly allowed, lhc management 
is directed to reinstate the first party as Watchman and 
regularise his services if he fulfills all the conditions of 
rcgularisation. In the given circumstances no back wages 
arc given. 

(Dictated to PA transcribed by her. corrected and 
signed by me on 24th October 2001) 

V N. KULKARNI. Presiding Officer 
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M 19 w*rc, 2001 

^T.3TT. 3395.—afl?ilpM» fanPT 3rf«rfWT, 1947 
( 1947 14 ) 41 HRT 17 % 3T3W74 ^f, fDFTPT 

y)ft4iii 4-5 % ysfficiit % <h«i4* (H'hI' 5 l c tif aft? 

«b*fHbKf % -sfr^appm 4 f¥^ aMfw f4pt; ff 
PROFIT, sftritPpF arftl^iT 0 !, °t>lci'fifli % 1 TH1P 4t ctvtcO 

£, 4 RTTFIT 4t 19-11-2001 4tHTPipTr «n I 

[U ^-42011/32/88-4-11(4)] 
h 1FT a 4, 

New Delhi, the 19th November, 2001 

S. O. 3395.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the In¬ 
dustrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Central Gov¬ 
ernment Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Kolkatta 
as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute 
between the employers in relation to the management of 
Regional Provident Fund Commissioner and their work¬ 
man, which was received by the Central Government on 
19-11-2001. 

[No. L-42011/32/88-D-II (B)| 
KULDIP RAI VERMA, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBU¬ 
NAL 

AT KOLKATTA 
Reference No. 11 of 1989 

Parties : Employers in relation to the management 
of Regional Provident Fund Commis¬ 
sioner (WB), Calcutta 

AND 

Their workmen. 

Present: Mr. Justice Bharat Prasad Sharrna 
.Presiding Officer 

Appearance: 

On behalf of Mr. A. K. Gupta. Advocate. 
Management 

On behalf of Mr. A. C. Chattopadhyay. Advocate. 
Workmen 

State : West Bengal. Industry : Provident Fund. 
AWARD 

By Order No L-42011/T2/88-D. 11(B) dated 23rd. 
March. 1989 the Central Government in exercise of its 
powers under section 10 (1) (d) and (2A.) of the Industrial 
Disputes Act. 1947 referred the following dispute to this 
Tribunal for adjudication : 

"Whether the action of the management of Regional 
Provident Fund Commissioner. West Bengal. 


Calcutta in issuing the order enhancing the trans¬ 
fer duration from 6 months to one year to S/Shri 
Bhoirao Nath Sarkar. Biswambcr Das, China Kanta 
Das and Xavier Toppo, Head Clerks, transferred 
from Regional office Calcutta to Sub-Regional Of¬ 
fice. Siliguri, without providing financial relief for 
the period beyond 6 months is justified ? If not to 
what, relief, the concerned workmen arc entitled”? 

2 . The present reference has been made as a result 
of an industrial dispute raised by the Regional Provident 
Staff Association, West Bengal regarding policy on short¬ 
term transferor staff to the Sub-Regional Office at Siliguri 
resulting in financial loss to the staff thus transferred. 
From the written statement filed on behalf of the union it 
appears that the office of the Regional Prov ident Fund 
Commissioner was established at Calcutta in the State of 
West Bengal in accordance with the schemes framed 
under the Employees Provident & Miscellaneous 
Provisions Act. 1952 and the office was headed by the 
Regional Provident Fund Commissioner. It is further slated 
that the Regional Provident Fund Commissioner, West 
Bengal with an intention to extend facilities to the 
subscribers decided to open Sub-Regional Office at Siliguri 
and also decided to depute senior officials from Calcutta 
Office on transfer. It appears that there were some 
discussions between the Staff Association and the 
management and accordingly a letlcr was issued on 1st. 
of November, 1977 by the management to the General 
Secretary of the Association regarding the transfer policy 
and it was assured that the matter was under consideration 
of the higher authorities. It is further stated that alter the 
said assurance, transfers were made from the rank of Head 
Clerks for a period or 6 months without jeopardising their 
financial benefits which were being enjoyed by them at 
Calcutta. Some officials were accordingly transferred for 
a periods of 6 months with all their benefits intact. It is 
further stated that as per the policy of the Government if 
a person is transferred for a period of more than 6 months, 
he will not get (he House Rent Allowance and 
Compensatory City' Allowance in comparison to C'lass-A 
cities and accordingly many officers were transferred 
between 1977 and 1988 to the Sub-Regional Office at 
Siliguri and they were allowed to draw House Rent 
Allowance and Compensatory City Allowance as per rules, 
because they were transferred for 6 months only. It is 
further stated that the Regional Provident Fund 
Commissioner by his letter dated 24th April. 1982 
addressed to the General Secretary of the Staff Association 
stated that in consideration of the difficulties faced by the 
Head Clerks on transfer for accommodation, they will be 
transferred from Regional Office to Sub-Regional Office 
on tour basis for a period of 6 months only. Accordingly 
by a letter dated 24th November. 19*82 the Regional 
Provident Fund Commissioner transferred 7 officials in 
the rank of Head Clerk for a period of 6 months. 
Thereafter, by an order dated 1st October. 1983. 16 
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ofEicials were also transferred similarly, but for a period 
of 2 years, if ilic finaudnl hencfils is extruded upto 2 
years. otherwise the dniation will be npio she 
period of financial benefits ic o monlhs A"'«>• O ui 
order dated 2'rili April 1984 ilu. Regional providoit Fund 
Commissioner liansfcrrcd 14 persons for a period of 2 
sears oil ilie condition dial if the financial R ndit is 
cv c.-iitlcd iij.ig ‘ wars, jiuci ai-a. >ii u -,.a u>i 

(i months only. 'The iToviuem Fund Commissioner during 
the period from i9X4 to August 1987 issued orders dated 
01-06-1984. 1 3-05-1 9X6, 28-11-1986. 17-03-1987. 
08-06-1987 and 18-03-19X7 transferring the 
officials on the same condition but in contravention of 
the provisions ol Section 9A nl lhe Industrial Disputes 
Act. 1947 and against the orders of lunsfei passed earlier, 
by an order doled 07-11-1988 the Regional Piovidcni Fund 
Comnnssionci iransfcrred 4 official - for a period of one 
year which jeopardised the financial benefits of these 
persons and no reason was assigned lot (he same. The 
Siaff Association being aggrieved with (he unilateral 
action ol’lhe Prov idem Fund Commissioner recorded their 
objection by letter daicd 11-04-19X8 and also suggested 
sonic specific actions, but the authorities did not accept 
the proposal Flic Staff Association Finding the adament 
attitude ol (he Regional Provident Fund Commissioner 
and Finding no allernnuvc. adopted a resolution in Iheir 
general body meeting for reporting to trade union 
movement and communicated the decision to the Regional 
Piov ident Fund C ommissionei by letter (Filed 124)4-1988 
'I hereafter, a notice was served lo the mangemcnl on 
13.-04-19X8 Altci receiving (lie notice the Regional 
Prov idem Fund Commissioner by loiter dated 15-04-1988 
expressed his difficulties in sticking lo the earlier orders 
issued from time lo lime as there w as instruction given by 
the Central provident Fund Commissioner regarding 
transfer for one to three year. The Stall' Association in its 
teller dated 19-04-1988 conveyed the dissatisfaction of 
I he Association and taised objection regarding the transfer 
order dated 07-0-1-1988 Again by a letter dated 
21-04-1988 ihc Association communicated the decision 
taken by the genual membeis on 11-05-1988 in protest 
of Ihc umlclcral decision ol iranslu policy The Regional 
prov idem Fund Commissioner acknow ledged the letter 
of the Staff Association by a letter dated 19-04-19X8 
intimating Ihc stall Association that they did not ignored 
alt ihc norms of (lie police rather they have changed only 
(lie lenuie ofpcnod of .icrvicc inucasing il from 6 months 
lo I vc.ir and thus the muon armed at a conclusion that 
lhe niuiigemciit w.is not prepared lo listen lo Iheir 
grievance H is slalcd that on. Fakir Chunri Committee 
was constituted in the year T>?9 and alter perusing Ihc 
lermsoi appomm cut oflhfc employees, n ■. ommended its 
suggestion before the Central Board oT trustees and Ihc 
Central Board ol j iustccsnic. pied most ol ihc suggestion 
ol the recommendations and lecommendatjon on transfer 
policy was accepted in ihc light as stated earlier It is. 


therefor, staled that the Regional Provident Fund 
Commissioner, West Bengal had no right to change the 
policy and he did it with tnalalide intention. Thus, the 
Association revised a dispute by addressing letter dated 
21st April, 1988 to the Regional Labour Commissioner 
(Central), Calcutta and the conciliation piocceding was 
taken up, but it could not materialise and accordingly the 
reference has been made. In this light it has been piaytd 
Oil behalf of the Association Ihnr ihc action of the Regional 
Provident Fund Commissioner should be held (o be illegal, 
arbitrary and mala tide and that the transfer policy 
communicated under loiter dated 074)4-1988 should be 
declared to be incorrect and illegal and Ihc authorities 
should be directed lo withdraw such action. 

3. On receiving notice. Ihc management also ap¬ 
peared and Tiled a written statement in which il challenged 
lire maintainability of the refeicnce on ihc giound that nei- 
ther the office of the Regional Provident Fund Commis¬ 
sioner is an industry , nor the employ ecs arc wovkmen within 
the meaning of Section 2(s) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1917 and (herefore the reference is invalid T he allega¬ 
tions of the union were denied parawise and it was stated 
Hurt in a meeting of the Central Board dated 114)5-] 972 a 
consensus was armed at that some Sub-Regional Offices 
be opened for the convenience of the subscribers and again 
m the meeting dated 16-05-1975 the Board look a final 
decision to open Sub-Regional offices Accordingly. 15 Sub- 
Regional Offices were opened at different places in differ¬ 
ent States and the Siliguri Sub-Regional Office was opened 
on 4th February. 1977, Il is slated (hat for the purpose of 
miming the Sub-Regional Offices il became necessary to 
draw staff from the Regional Offices in ihc initial stage. 
Thus, transfer of members of the supervising staff at ihc 
lev el of Head Clerks became mc\ itable for smooth and ef¬ 
ficient functioning of ihc Sub—Regional Office and for the 
purpose of such transfers the Central Office laid dow n (he 
policy of transfer with I he guidelines as follows •— 

1 The I'irsl preference may be given lo Ihc 
employees who arc willing lo lie transferred . 

2 The second preference may be given to those who 
belong to Ihc area where the Sub-Regional of¬ 
fice is located . 

3. If husband and wife .ire employed m the 
Regional Office, bollr of llicm may be consid¬ 
ered for transfer. 

4. The individuals who have come in Ihc consider¬ 
ation zone for promotion ntnv be considered lor 
liansfer; 

5. The employees who belong m any Slate oilier 
than the State where ihc Sub-Regional Office is 
located may be considered for transfer, and 

6 . The employees who may be interested for any 
personal reasons to serve in the Sub-Regional 
Office may be considered for transfer. 
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It is further stated that for smooth and efficient 
functioning of Sub-Regional Office at Siligun, the Re¬ 
gional Provident Fund Commissioner. Colcutta had to 
send members of supervising staff at the level of Head 
Clerks to the said Sub-Regional Office from the Regional 
Office since the Head Clerks were not to be recruited 
directly. Accordingly, the Head Clerks were transferred 
io Sub-Regional Office at Siliguri on rotational basis as 
per seniority giving exception to the Head Clerks above 
5.3 > cars of age and female Head Clerks. It is further staled 
that the Head Clerks were being transferred on the terms 
that their tenure of service at the Sub-Regional Office at 
Siliguri would be upto 2 years, if the financial benefits 
were extended upto that period, otherwise such tenure 
would be for 6 months only. But. the financial benefits 
were not allowed by the Central Govt, and as such the 
Head Clerks were transferred for 6 months upto the year 
1987. It is further slated that human and mangement prob¬ 
lem of the employees in the Sub-Regional Office in the 
different regions needed framing the transfer policy for 
transfer of the members of the staff from the Regional 
Office to Sub-Regional Office and for examining the prob¬ 
lem and making necessary recommendations in that per¬ 
spective the Central Board of Trustees in its 80th meet¬ 
ing held on August 31.197y took a decision to appoint a 
committee and consequently the Fakir Cliand Commit¬ 
tee was constituted. The said committee appreciated the 
problems faces bv the employees consequent upon their 
Uanslcr from the Regional Offices to the Sub-Regional* 
Offices and the Committee expressed the view that such 
problems had arisen in the context of need for 
decentralisation of the work in the interest of rendering 
quick service to the lacks of subscriber. The said Com¬ 
mittee after linking into the problem found that the policy 
of decentralisation was an accepted fact and there could 
be no departure from that In the circumstance. The Com¬ 
mittee expressed the opinion that the Sub-regional Of¬ 
fices should be manned and equipped propctly for ren¬ 
dering quick and efficient service to the subscribers and 
accordingly some necessary recommendations were made. 
It is slated that consequent upon such recommendation, 
the transfer of employees from the Regional Offices to 
Sub-RcgionnI offices of the Provident Fund Commissioner 
was renewed and necessary guidelines were issued by 
the Central Provident Fund Commissioner to the Regional 
Provident Fund Commissioner by a circular dated 11 
November. 1980. It is also stated that the Regional Provi¬ 
dent Fund Comniissionci was alway s bound to follow the 
instructions of the Ccwal pro\ idem Fund Commissioner 
in an letter and spirit 1' ;s stated that the Regional Provi¬ 
dent Fund commissioner is empowered to give benefits to 
the employ ees working under it only to the extent as per¬ 
mitted by the Central provident Fund Commissioner It is 
staled that the employ ees required to be transferred from 
Regional Office at r ffculta to Sub-Regional Office at 
Siliquri w ere all along and still bound by the transfer policy 


framed by the Central ProvidentFund Commissioner from 
time to time. It is also stated that rights and privileges of 
the employees concerned in connection with such trans¬ 
fers are also naturally covered by the terms and condi¬ 
tions of such terms of transfer policy and neither the em¬ 
ployees are entitled to claim right or privilege in 
connection with such transfer outside the scope and ambit 
of the Iransfcr policy, nor the Regional Provident Fund 
Commissioner is empoweied to grenl any such right or 
privilege to any of the employee concerned in connection 
with the transfer. It is stated that at no point of time any 
Compensatory City Allowance was paid to three Head 
Clerks on transfer to the Sub-Regional.Office at Siliguri 
on 6 months basis, but Special Compensatory Allowance 
was granted at the prescribed rate mentioned in the office 
circular dated 3rd. January. 1977 Similarly, the trans¬ 
feree stalls were also not allowed to draw House Rent 
Allowance and Compensatory City Allowance otherwise 
than as per the Rules. Accordingly, the transfers have been 
made strictly in terms of the policy' laid dow n by the Cen¬ 
tral provident fund Commissioner and because the Re¬ 
gional Provident Fund Commissioner received strict in¬ 
struction that it had to abide by the directions of the Central 
Provident Fund Commissioner regarding the period of 
transfer for one year at a place where quarter is not avail¬ 
able for such staff and for 3 years at a place where such 
quarter is available, such transfer have been made. There¬ 
fore, it is denied that either there is any illegality or im¬ 
propriety in tlie orders of transfers or that any financial 
benefit to the transfers has been curtailed by the Regional 
Provident Fund Commissioner 

4. So far as the point of maintainability of the ref¬ 
erence is concerned, it can be very well said lhat the defi¬ 
nition of ‘industry’ under section 2(1) of the Industrial 
Disputes Act. 1947 is such lhal it does not exclude the 
Officer of the Provident Fund Commissioner from its pur¬ 
view. In this connection it has been held by their Lord 
ships of the Hon'blc Supreme Court in a case of D.N. 
Bnncrjcc v. PR Mukhcijcc. 195.3(1) LLJ 195 in these 
terms: 

(a) Where (i) systematic activity, (ii) 
oraganisation by cooperation between em¬ 
ployer and employee the direct and subslantisl 
element is commercial, and (in) for the pro¬ 
duction and/or distribution of goods and ser- 
\ ices calculated to satisfy human wants and 
wishes, prime J'acw there is an industry in 
unit enterprise. 

(bi Absence of profit motive or gainful objective 
is irrelevant, be the venture in the public, 
joint, private or other sector. 

(c) The tine focus is in the functioning and the 
derisive test is the nature of the activity with 
a special emphasis on the employer— 


3707 GI/2001 —10 
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employee relations. 

(d) If the organisation is a trade nr business, it 
does not cease to be one because of philan¬ 
thrope animating the undertaking. 

5 Learned Counsel appearing for the management 
lias contended tlnn the Office of the Regional Provident 
Fund C ommissioner is an wing of the government and it 
cannot be treated as an industry because it has been 
created by the Central Government under an Act of the 
Parliament. I Iowcvcr, this contention cannol be accepted 
because the office of the Regional Provident Fund Com¬ 
missioner cannot be treated rs a J-,:pw mail or wing of 
the Government and Ihercb - r .Gminw. the same from the 
purview of the definition A Cu‘ i;mV • ’ as laid 'town in 
the Industrial Disputes At, gu t o is ,w -•-ifonamous 
organisation. Since the oifice in qivsiiru cwired by 

the definition of nidiisty- . C ’ .. v- "c (o be 

treated as workman' under section 7is) of the said Act. 
This preliminaries objection is accordingly decided against 
the management and is answered accordingly. 

fi So far as flic ease on merit is concerned, it 
appears that in course of hearing the union examined two 
witness. WVV-L Gaun Shankar Challerjcc the then Vice- 
President of the Regional Piovidcnt Fund Staff 
Association. West Bengal supported Ihc case stated in the 
written statement of the union in lus examination in chief 
and in his cross-examination lie has expressed his 
ignorance about so many facts He is not m a position (o 
snv as to what kind of financial losses were actunlh 
suffered by the transferred staff He cannot say w hether 
the existing transfer policy was framed by the Central 
Board of Trustees and he also does not know whether all 
the sub-regions the liansfcr pi icy is the same. He also 
cannot say whether the tr.msl'cr policy in question has 
been framed by the Central Board of Trustees on the basis 
of Ihc recommendations made by tbe Fakir Chand 
Committee or whether the Fakir Chand committee had 
given hearing to the Federation of all India lev el also. 
Similarly. W-2. Samar Paint the then President of the 
Association has also supported the ease stated in the 
written statement, but in his cross-examination lie has 
admitted that the conditions of service of the employees 
ol the provident Fund Commissioner arc guided bv the 
Employees Provident Fund Staff Regulations. 1962. He 
also could not say as to whether die Head Clerks could be 
transferred outside the Stale. However, lie admitted that 
the transfer policy is All India problem He has admitted 
that there arc various regions under the organisation and 
<licit sub-regions under the regions and everywhere 
Iranslei is made from the Regional Office to Sub-regional 
off ice I Ic has also no know ledge as to whether tbe transfer 
policy lias been trained on the basis of Hie 
recommendations of the Fakir Chand Committee, but lie 
has admitted that the Fnku Chand Committee lvid given 
hearing to the Federation l>elore recommending the 


transfer policy. He has also admitted that m the sendee 
condition it is not mentioned that the transfer should be 
fur 6 months only and accordingly it has been suggested 
to him that the transfer policy is All India policy and all 
employees are bound to accept the same and it has also 
been suggested that the matter should have been taken up 
by the All India Federation and not hv the regional i nh 

7. One witness Shri Pankaj Raman was examined 
on behalf of the management on ()o-(n-im )9 w ho stated 
that as per the circular dated ll-l 1-1980 issued by the 
C.D.F.C.. N.D. guidelines for transfers were laid down 
w herein it has been slated that ihc transferred staff should 
be brought back after one year, unless they w ere willing 
to continue in the Sub-Regional Office for further period. 
The document stands marked Ext M-l lie has also 
stated that the transfers have been made as per these 
guidelines. He also staled that there was nev er any system 
•or providing any financial relief to the transferred 
employee from Regional Office to Sub-Regional Office 
for any period beyond 6 months He also slated that the 
said transferred employees complied with 1 lie transfer 
orders and they were also brought back after one year as 
per the circular and therefore, he has stated that are not 
entitled to get any amount on account of such transfers 
The interesting factor is that after this witness was 
examined, he could not be cross-examined by the union 
because no-one was present for the muon However, on 
sirtv.se quent dates, mspilc of notice being sent to the union, 
no-one turned up and the matter remained pending for a 
pretty long time and ultimately the Advocate for the 
management was heard. 

8. So far as the documents arc concerned, scvcial 
documents hav e been filed on behalf of the union and all 
these documents are undisputed These are the transfer 
orders and some letters exchanged between the muon 
and the management But. the question lor decision is 
whether the action of the management in transfer! ing the 
Head Clerks for tone year is illegal, aibitran and 
improper It has become obvious from the evidence 
i com dal as well as from the documents filed that actually 
a policy decision was taken by the central body of the 
organisation regarding transfer of supers ismg staff to the 
siib-Regional Offices on the ground or administrative 
exigency and it was stated in the luinsfcr policy that if a 
person is transferred to Sub-regional Office for a period 
upioo mouths and leaves behind his family at his original 
place or posting, he will continue to get lus House Rent 
Allowance at the old rate and in order to accommodate 
• he stall the regional office at Calcutta continued to 
transfer staff foi a pretty long lime on 6 months basis 
only Bui subsequently, as per the policy decision of (he 
central body the Regional Provident Fund Commissioner 
was directed to strictly compare with the instructions and 
not to dilute it of lus own and thercfoie the regional 
Piov idem Fund Comnussiom i had to lake the decision 
transferring staff for one year because quarters were not 



7?0‘! 


[ ,] TPT n — v.jtt= 5 J(jj>] ’UFTT 15, 

;".' uImM- fhliguri Under the transfer scheme ;i person 
wo i. i ih.d to draw lii^ allowance at old rate only npio <> 
tiKM.tii, nt'il (he Regional Pro\ident Fund Commissionci 
■ I.,,, ait,o med to get tin. benefit extended fur ;t period upio 
2 Unix l-at it was not accepted by the Central Anthonie 
and l lie \iore. lie wax helpless in giving and allowing these 
benefits to the employees It is also clear dial the policy 
does not concern the state of West Bengal or die employees 
of Calcutta. Rather the policy relates to all the employees 
of the Regional Prov ident Fund Organisation and iftherc 
w as any grievance on die pail ol'lhe employ ces. (he mattei 
could have been raised by the All India Federation only 
and the Regional Association docs not appear to be 
justified in raising (he grievance Since llte evidence of 
MW-1 has not been controverted or even challenged by 
cross-examining him. ii has lobe accepted and the matter 
becomes clear from die document K\l M-l also. 

0 In the circumstance it becomes clem that the 
claims of the union in this relerence are not fn to be 
considered and allowed The wot Is man shall not be 
entitled to any relief what-so-ever 

B. P SI1ARMA. Presiding Officer 
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N.O, 3396,—In pmsa.aitce m Section 17 ot the 
Indiistnal Dispute Act. 1947 (14 of 1947). the Central 
vim 11 iiinem iieieuy publishes litv award of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribiinal-cum-Labour Court 
Bangalore ■: shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between lue employers in r.lnio.t to the 
management of Archaeological Surv ey ol India and their 
w orkman w hich was received by the Central Government 
on 19-11-2001 

|No L-42012/4/9.'i-|R(DU)] 
KULDIP RAI VERMA, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXIJRE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL 1 R1B1INAE-CUM-LABOUR COURT 

“SHRAM SADAN”, 

II! MAIN, 111 CROSS. II PHASE. I UMK.UR ROAD. 

VESHWANT11PUR. BANCiALORE. 

Dated 1st November. 2001 
PRESENT 

IION’BLE SHRI V, N. KUEK.ARNI. B Com. LLB. 

PRESIDING OFFICER 
CG1T-CUM-LABOUR COURT. 

BANGALORE. 

C. P. No .17/97 
I PARTY ! I PARTY 

Slid Shiv apntrappa The Superintendent, 

Sovtnahnllv Post. Archaeologist. 

Hmmahadayalli. Archaeological Survey of India. 

Bellary Disit No 3<>4, 16lh Mam. 

Karnataka Slate 4th T Block. Java Nagar 

Bagalotc ?<>0041 

AWARD 

1 The Central Government by exercising the 
powers conll rred by clause (d) of Sub-section 2A of the 
Serf ion lo of die Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 has 
it Heir :l in s dispute vide order No I .-T.7012/4/95-lR(DU) 
d.i’M n|i Mg 1995 for adjudication on the following 
ichodu'e 

"Whether the Supcrmtcndmg Archeologist, 
Archaeological Sun cy of India is justified by 
i..i iiUiKiiiug the serv ices of Shri a : V ••(■'■irappa 
with clleel from 11-4-1993 If not. to whal relief 
he is rntilled and from which dale ° " 

7 ! 11 si Party was woikim; with die Second Part) 
on aaih, wages and Ins services wen (cnmnaled therefore. 
lndusOial Dispute is raised 

: iM.'iu .ip{« nrod and filed t laim Sl.au.i.wnt and 
<” 01 inter respective!} 

1 fiic ease of the first party in brief is as follows 1 

i it ih fin, case of the first party Ih.n he u;„, 
appointed as Daily Wager in the office of the Conservation 
Assistant Archaeological Survey of India. Davanagere 
w e f • 7-1907 He tvorkc.. at dilTcreiil places. In , ;ua 2 
of the Claim Statement year wise working has gi\ cn and 
it is said that lie has continuously worked from 3-7-1979 
and in the year 1993 lie was getting Rs 4X0 per month 
He was not absorbed and the action of the management 
is illegal 

6. It is the further case of the first party that some 
other daily wager who were w orking v\ ith the second party 
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w ere absorbed and the action of the mangement so far as 
first party is concerned is illegal and in violation of 
mandatory provisions of ID Act. His juniors;.were 
absorbed. First party' for these reasons and for somcother 
reasons has prayed to pass award in his favour. 

r 

7 The arse of the Second Party in brief is as follows. 

8. It is contented by the management that the 
reference is not maintainable because the provisions of 
ID Act are not applicable so far as Second Party is 
concerned. There is long delay in raising the dispute. 

9, It is the further case of the management that it is 
true that the first party has worked in the department at 
various places from 3-7-79 but his sendees were only 
utih/ed as casual labourer; and his engagement was not 
aovcrikd by rules and regulations. He has not worked 
continuously as alleged by him. The action of the 
management is correct The sendees being only a Casual 
Labourer all the 'begations of the first parly are not 
correct uu,v.h, :,.i for these reasons and for some other 
icnsons has prayed to reject the reference. 

10 It is seen from the wcord (hat workman got 
examined himselfas WW1. He has given detail evidence 
and has said that the continuously' worked and he was 
illegally removed. 

11. He further says in his cross examination that 
Ravanna, Mallcshappa. Mahabalcshappa arc still working 
with the department. 

12. Against this we are having the evidence of 
MW1 Dr. D. Dayalan. Dy Superintendent. Archaeologist. 
In his evidence various documents are marked. He further 
said that the first party has abandoned his work during 
1993 and second party has not terminated his sendees. 
dWl in his cross examination has stated that it is true 
that the first party was taken as Casual Labourer on 
" 7-79 He also says that the seniority list is published on 

8-82 and the name of the first party is in SI. No. 92 and 
was marked as Ex. Wl. 

13 I have carefully considered Ex. Wl. It is in 
vidence that the department has prepared seniority list 
f Casual Labourers and the name of the first party is in 
I. No. 92. MW 1 has said that first parly workman worked 
om 3-7-79 to 10-4-93 at different places. In other words 
is established that the first party has worked in the 
rie-mtlmenl from 3-7- " -p 10-4-93. 

14. It v as aigut-d by the learned counsel for the 
maa .jcinent that the first party lias not worked 
r 11 ;! iiUO'i • lor 240 days in any year. In support of this 
a> a uem .e relied the following decisions : 

(1) JT 1097(4) SC 560. 

a) 1997(3) Scale 465, 

(3) Order passed by CAT in OA 434/95 dated 
26- -96 
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(4) 1997 SLPCCNo. 143/07. 

15. 1 have read them carefully. The facts of the case 
on hand arc quite different from the facts of the above 
decisions 

16. The learned counsel appearing for the first party 
has also relied CA. No 593.3/1994. a decision of the 
Hon’ble Supreme Court of India 1 have read the decisions 
carefully. 

17. Keeping in mind ihe principles held in the 
above decision and the Tact that the first party's name is 
in the Seniority list. It is the clear that the management is 
not justified in terminating lus services without complying 
the provisions of Industrial Dispute Act 

18. There is no merit in the arguments advanced 
by the learned counsel for the Second parly' that the 
management is not an Industry. 

19. I have already said that MW 1 hascatergoricnly 
admitted (hat the first party has worked for a long period 
l.c w'e.f. 3-7-79 to 10-4-93. The management has filed 
certain attendance registers, but for the reason best known 
to the management they have not file attendance registers 
after 1991 

20 In view of the evidence referred earlier and the 
document Ex. W1 and in the absence of all the atlcndance 
registers up to 1993, I am of the opinion that the 
management has failed to establish that the first part\ 
has not worked continuously in any year, first parti was 
terminated on 11-4-93. The attendance register just prior 
to termination could have been the best piece of e\ idcnce 
but that is not produced by the management. 

21. It is also in evidence that some other casual 
workers who were working with this second party arc 
regularised. 

22. Taking all this into consideration t am of the 
opinion that the action of the ngement i.- not correct 
and accordingly l proceed to pass rite follow a" order 

ORDER 

The reference i r parti allowed. The second party is 
directed to rcinstaic the first party as casual worker whose 
name is in the Seniority List and if he fulfills all the 
qualifications his ease for absorption may be considered 
Accordn- ■’ - the reference is tf >scd eif 

(Dictated to PA transcribed by her correued and 
signed by me on 1 s( Noi ember 2001) 

V. N. KIJLKARNI. Presiding Olfiecr 
fcvHt, 19 'iqwtT 2001 

eFT.3fl. 3397.—afmrfw Wm arfbfwf 1947 
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[ 71 . FFT- 40011 / 3 / 99 - 3 TT^. 3 TR, (^ 3 ).)] 

tft <W, 

New Delhi, the 19th November, 2001 

S.O. 3397.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 (14 of 1947). the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court 
Jabalpur ns shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of D/o Telecom and their workman, w hich 
was received by the Central Government on 19-11-2001. 

|No. L-40011/.3/99-IR (DU)] 

K.ULD1P RA1 VERMA, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT. 
JABALPUR 

Case No. CG1T/LC/R/285/99 

Presiding Officer : 

Sn KM. Rai 
Smt Ushn Pnncholi & 

Smi Rama Devi through 
C ircle Secretary. 

All India Telecom Employees Union. 

Class III MP Circle. 

Behind GPO. Bhopal Applicant 

I I't'SHS 

Chief General Manager. 

Dept t. o f Tcleco minimi call on. 

Hoshangabad. M.P Circle. 

Bhopal Non-Applicant 

AWARD 

Passed oil this 1st day of November 2001. 

1. The Government of India. Ministry of Labour 
\ ide order No L-40011/.3/99/IRDU. dated 25-8-99 has 
referred the following dispute for adjudication by this 
Tribunal— 

"Whether the action of the management of Chief 
General Manager. Telecom Bhopal m not regularising 
Sint, llsha Pnncholi and Smt. Rama Deri alter completing 
24(i days in a calendar y ear and not paying them equal 
wages is legal and justified'’ If not. what relief the 
workmen arc entitled?" 


2. The Union filed an application praying for 
passing No Dispute Award as the management has 
regularised the workmen Smt. Usha Pancholi and Smt. 
Rama Devi. In the light of the application of the Union, 
it is held that the w orkmen have been regularised by the 
management w.c.f. 13-9-01 and therefore No Dispute 
exists between the parlies. No Dispute Award is 
accordingly passed. 

3. Copy o f the award be sent to the Government of 
India, Ministry of Labour as per rules. 

K.M. RAJ. Presiding Officer 

fSFvft, 19 WTT, 2001 

7RT.3TT. 3398.— tfraffiFF fqTTC FfqfaRF, 1947 
( 1947 TF 14) TTF 17 3FfF7 T 4 F, T-jflU TTFKTT 

ft'TFT % % -hms fFFDnrf afrr (fc4*MTt % 

efH, 31 a-1F [upi'-d 3ljrjliuA. dvJfVl 3jjtl|p|eu 

3TP4T;( |J I FFPJT % '■i'Fie Til y^hlfvid •=b<ciI ^ F-Cj4 

TTTTtTT Tit 19-11 -2001 Tit WTT ^TT TT 1 

[F. FFf-40011/11/2000-31T^.3TTT. (T^3J.)] 
^FI^tT TFT ThI, -47T) 3TfTTiTTt 
New Delhi, the 19tli November. 2001 

S.O. 3398.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 (14 of 1947). the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court 
Nagpur as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Deptl. of Post and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 19-11-2001 

|No L-40011/11/2000-IR (DU)| 
KULDIP RAT VERMA. Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NAGPUR 

PRESENT SHRl B.G SAXENA. PRESIDING 
OFFICER. 

Reference No. CGIT-232/2000 

THE SUPERINTENDENT OF POST OFFICE 
AND 

SHRI SUDHIR LOKI1ANDE 
SHRT BABURWAHAN PILLAWAN 
SHRI SUDHIR MALIK 

AWARD 

The Central Gov ernment. Ministry of Labour. New 
Delhi by exercising the powers conferred by Clause (d) 
of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 has referred this dispute 
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for adjudication vide order No L-40011/11/2000/ 
IR(DH), dated 07-0X-2000 on the following schedule. 

SCHEDULE 

"Whether the action of the management of Deplt. 
ol 1 ... Hie P.M.G . Nagpur and Sr. Supdl. of Posts, 
N; I’pur) to deny to legitimate and genuine demands of 
the instant union to service/promotion of their employees 
by way of informal discussion or otherwise in the light of 
the Hon'ble Courts decisions is legal and justified? If not, 
to what relief the said union is entitled?" 

Tins dispute has been raised by the Chief Organising 
Secretary. Akhil Bharatiya Dak Karmachari Magas Wargiya 
Sanghatana. Nagpur. In the Statement of Claim it is 
mentioned that 50 to 00 extra departmental Agents have 
been appointed since 1992 in (he management of Senior 
Post Master. Nagpur. Out of them three extra departmental 
agents namely Sudhir Lokhandc. Baburwahan Pillawan and 
Sudhir Malik have not been absorbed in service for this 
reason that their names were not sjxinsored by Employment 
Exchange as stipulated in the rules of appointment of exlra 
departmental stall It is also alleged that since, 1992 and 
onward none of the extra departmental staff has been 
sponsored by Employment Exchange 

The above naniei of the three persons were 
appointed on 30-( 1 4-'>K Their services have been 
terminated on 02-11-'PI whereas some oilier employees 
have been rcgnlaraiscd in the sendee The termination 
ol the above workmen is discriminatory and illegal. 

1 lie management 'contested the ease that Akhil 
Bharatiya Dak Kannachari Magas Sanghatana is not a 
recognised muon and has no light to latsc the dispute 
There are two other iccogmsod muons in department of 
Post and Telegraph, they have not raised the dispute 

It is also mentioned that these workmen Sudhir 
Lokhandc. Baburwahan Pillawan and Sudhir Malik had 
filed a case namely Original Application No. : 479/99 
before Central Administrativ e Ttibimal. Nagpur on the 
same issue in dispute They had claimed for the 
regulansatiou of their sen ices in the Department of Post 
as Extra Departmental Agent and their case has been 
decided on merit on 09-07-99 fhcrcforc (hey have no 
light to raise this dispute again before this court on Hv 
same facts through their union, 

1 hnv e heard the ndv ocates of both the parlies Both 
the parlies arc represented by their advocates. They have 
submitted then Written Mgriemonts in this reference 

It is admitted to both the parties that on the same 
issue all these three workmen Sudhir Lokhandc. 
Raburwuhan Pillawan and Sudhir Malik had filed 
Original Application beaung No. - 479/09. The Central 
Administrative Tribunal. Nagpur considered nil the 
evidence pioduccd by both the par tics regarding the 
appointment of these three workmen in the Department 


of Post Office and their termination of the sen ice by ihe 
concerned department on 02-11-98, The Vice Chau man 
of the CAT has given the undernoted findings 

"In view of what has been discussed and recorded 
in the preceding paragraph, we find that ihc appointment 
of the applicants as Extra Departmental Agents by Senior 
Post Master. GPO, Nagpur, Respondent4 was ab initio 
invalid since the same was contrary io tlu; relevant rules 
and accepted procedures We aslo hold that Respondent 
No, 2 (Senior Superintendent Post Office. Nagpur) was 
justified in exercising his supervisory powers to the 
department and to rectify the patent error which has been 
committed by a Subordinate Authority vi/.. Respondent 
No : 3. The impugned orders aie upheld and the Original 
Application is dissnllovved as lacking in merit,. No costs." 

The above order of the Central Administrative 
Tribunal is therefore based on the evidence produced 
before it by the. parties on the issue in dispute. Litis order 
has been passed on merit, considering the evidence and 
the law submitted before the Tribunal The order in 
original Application No 479/99 dated 09-07-90 has 
become final as the above noted workmen did not prefer 
to file any appeal in the High Couil against the above 
order of the Tribunal The counsel for the workmen has 
argued that the workmen had filed the Original 
Application before the CAT in their individual capacity 
and this dispute has been raised by the same workmen 
through their union before Ccntial Governcmnl Industrial 
Tribunal. Nagput. Hence the Court can item the matter 
in dispute afresh. 

The arguement of Ihc euusel Ibr the wotkmen is 
baseless. When the workmen! prefened to go before the 
Cenlral Administrative Tribunal on the same tacts winch 
have been raised in this dispute Or.a the muon has no 
right to rcagitate the issue and raise the dispute before 
the Assistant Labour Commissioner, When the matter in 
dispute has already been decided on 00 - 07-09 by the 
Central Administrative Tribunal then by changing a few 
words the nature of the dispute w ill not change, The fact 
and the issue and the parlies in dispute ate the same. 
The claim of the workmen to tcemplov the three workers 
in sen ice is absolutely baseless and the claim ‘honld be 
dismissed intaio. 

ORDER 

The action oft he management f die Departmental 
Post (The P.M G . Nagpur and ■; Sup'll ol Posts. 
Nagpur) to deny to the demands m ilu; nnum to 
servicc/protnolion of their empm>v.es nioiii at d in the 
claim by way of informal disi us'-mn or oih.'ivn* is legal 
and justified The workmen ate not entitled to any relief 
claimed by tlum thiough their union 

The reference is answered accordingly 
Dated. 19-10-2001 


B.G. SAXENA. Presiding Officer 
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[At. fF3-40012/74/97- '"FT?-3TR. C?Mj.) ] 
t-FFfl'l TFT FFT, 7FF7 3Tfoml 

New Delhi. tl\c 19th November. 2001 

S.O. 3399,— In pursuance of Section ]7 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act. 1947 (14 of 1947). the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court 
Chennai as shown in ihc Anne.xme m the Industrial 
Dispule between the employers in relation to the 
management of D/o Tclcorn and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 1 *>-1J-2001, 

|No 1.-40012/74/97-1R (DU)| 
MJLDIP RAI VERM A, Desk Officei 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAI -CUM-LABOUR COURT, CHENNAI 

Fndav. the 21st September. 2001 
Present ■ K KART HIKE VAN. 

Presiding Officer 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO. 570/2001 
(Tamil Nadu Stale Industrial 1 ribunnI I. D. No. 80/98) 

(In the mailer of the dispute for adjudication under 
clause (d) of Sub-section (I) and Sub-section 2(A) of 
Section Id o( the Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 (14 of 
1947). between die Workman Sri P. Rav ichandran and 
he Management of General Manager, Tlianjavur 
Telecom. 


BETWEEN 
5ri P, Rav ichandran 
AND 

flic Geucial Manager. 
Ihanjavur Telecom. 

\pcarance . 

For the Workman 

For the Management 


I Part)/Workman 

II Part)/Management. 


Mi R. Ramesli. 

Adv ocale 

Mr K. S.nnbasiv am. 
Add! CGSr 


f he Govt oflndia. Ministry ofl.ahoml in exercise 
0 . powers conferred by clause (d) of Sub-s„clion (1) and 


Sub-scclion 2 (A) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute 
Act. 1947 (14 of 1947). have referred the concerned 
Industrial Dispute lor adjudication vide Order No, L~ 
40012/74/97/rR(DU) dated 16-04-1998. 

This reference has been made erarliei to the Tamil 
Nadu State Industrial Tribunal, where il was taken on 
file .i. I D. No 80/98 When the matter was pending 
mr;m:y in (hat Tribunal, the Govt, ol India, Ministry' of 
Labour w as pleased to order transfer of this case from 
that Tribunal to this Tribunal for adjudication. Oil receipt 
of records from that Tribunal, the case has been taken on 
file as I D. No. 576/2001 and notices were sent to the 
counsel on record on cither side, informing (hem about 
the transfei of this case to this Tribunal, with a direction 
1o appear befoic this Tribunal on 19-03-2001 Oil receipt 
of notice from this Tribunal, the counsel on either side 
present with their respective parlies and prosecuted this 
case full her. 

When the matter came up before me for Final 
hearing on 3 1-07-2001. upon peisumg the Claim 
Statement. Counter Statement, the other material papers 
on rccoid and upon hearing the arguments advanced by 
the learned counsel for the [I Part\/Management alone 
and (Ins matter having stood over till this date for 
consideration, this Tribunal has passed Ihc following — 

AWARD 

The Industrial Dispute referred to in the above order 
of refeience by the Central Govt, for adjudication hv this 
Tribunal is as follows ■ -- 

"Whether Ihc termination of the service of the 
workman Sri P Ravichandran u.c.f 2i-l 1-1992 
bv Ihc District Telecom Manager. Thanpivur is 
justified ” If not. to what relief lie is entitled ’ r 

2. The main averments in the Claim Statement of 
the 1 Party/Workman arc briefly as follows:- - 

The 1 Parly/Workman Sri P. Rav ichandran (herein 
after refers to as Petitioner) was working under the II 
Parly /Management. Department of Telecommunications. 
Thonjnv ur District (hereinafter referred to as Respondent) 
continuously for the past several years as casual labour 
The nature of work done by him was permanent and 
continuous nature under the Respondent Without the 
employees like the Petitioner the Respondent cannot do 
die vvoik ofcablc laying, provision of land linepanchayal 
public telephones provision of STD public telephone, 
npgradation of loe.it telephone lines etc. The Petitioner 
had pul in more than 240 days in a y ear of service and 
the payment ol wanes vouchers singned by the petitioner 
would reveal that h ' was continuously doing permanent 
aafurc of work under the Respondent After repealed 
f , quests from the P ’’Lioncr. the ChicfGenernnl Manager. 
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Telecommunications by his order directed all heads of 
SS A to lake back casual ma/doors whose break in sendee 
is more than one year and who were terminated and or 
not admittted for departmental work pending. 
Accordingly, the Divisional Engineer (Administration) 
in his order/ dated 19-9*92 condoned the break inservice 
to permit tne mazdoors lo do departmental works. The 
Department of Telecommunications in its letter No. 269/ 
3/92 STN dated 21-10-92 had directed not to consider 
the cases for condonations of break in sendee, when the 
break is beyond one years. Accordingly, as per the 
direction of Department of Telecommunications, the 
Divisional Engineer (Adtnn.) had cancelled the original 
order condoning the break in service. As per the direction 
of Department of Telecommunications, the petitioner was 
not permitted to work as casual mazdoor. The casual 
mazdoors are taken back for duty from March, 1993. The 
Petitioner’s wages were paid by the A.E./SDEs. The 
Respondent informed the Petitioner that his sendees were 
terminated from 21-11-1992. The Respondent thereafter, 
re-employed the Petitioner under contract basis. The 
Petitioner’s services were terminated, while the 
Respondent retained juniors in sendee. The Respondent 
violated the provisions of Industrial Disputes Act and 
the act of respondent is against the principles of natural 
justice. The Petitioner prays to pass an award holding 
the act of General Manager. Telecommunications. 
Thanjavtir. terminating the Petitioner’s sendee as illegal, 
arbitrary and against the principles of natural justice and 
reinstate the Petitioner with continuity of sendee, back 
wages and other attendant benefits. 

3. The averments in the Counter Statement of the 
II Partv/Mangement are briefly as follows 

The II Party /Management. The General Manager. 
Telecommunications Thanjavur (hereinafter referred to 
as respondent) submits that petitioner was engaged as 
casual mazdoor from 12-4-1982 He was working on 
casual basis. The Petitioner was not sincere and deserted 
from work without any intimation from May. 1982. He 
had not turned up for 10 years and 4 months. The w ork 
was not a permanent one The work was allotted to the 
Petitioner whenever necessary' purely on casual basis and 
when the regular mazdoors were not available due to leave 
and abseniism to execute the nature of work. The work 
was not of a permanent natu '.. As and w hen fault comes 
on the lines and when i'wre is demand for new' 
connections, the work will be carried out by casual 
mazdoor on contract basis. Hie petitioner w as given such 
type of work. The Pelitionci had worked only for 6 days 
from 12-04-82 lo 30-04-1"82. The work was not a 
permanent one He was not working continuously. He 
had not reported for duty regularly and not engaged Tor 
duly from May. 1982 to 184)9-1992 for nearly 10 years. 
The work was not of a permanent nature. Also the 
Petitioner had not fulfilled the necessary conditions for 


getting promotion to temporary status mazdoor. The 
necessary conditions arc— 

(1) should be currently employ ed; 

(2) minimum continuous sen ice of one year. 

(3) should be engaged on work al least for 240/ 
206 days in the year depending upon the type 
cf office employed. 

(4) He has been recruited prior to 30-03-1985 

As per the direction of the Chief General Manager. 
Telecom. Chennai by his letter dated 18-8-92. the 
Divisional Engineer (Admn) Tanjorc condoned the break 
in sendee of the petitioner and took him to contingency 
works. The Department of Telecommunications in its 
letter dated 21-10-92 has directed not to consider the cases 
for condonation of break in serv ice when the break is 
more than one year Accordingly'. Lhe Respondent had 
cancelled the original order condoning the break in 
service. Hence the Petitioner has become ineligible to 
work as casual mazdoor. The petitioner was not permitted 
lo work as casual mazdoor. The Petitioner was allowed 
to do work purely on contract basis after March. 1983. 
The Petitioner has not fulfilled the necessary conditions 
to become a temporary status mazdoor As the break in 
sendee for the Petitioner was more than one year, he was 
terminated from service. The action was as per 
departmental rules only. Since the Petitioner has not been 
absorbed in this department, he is not eligible lo be served 
with any notice or notice pay. The petitioner is not eligible 
for getting retrenchment compensation. The Petitioner 
is not eligible for permanent post. The work given to 
him was casual, seasonal and intermittent in nature. The 
Petitioner is not eligible for continuity’ of sendee, back 
wages and other benefits. Hence, this Hon’blc Tribunal 
may be pleased to dismiss the petition for devoid of merit. 

4. Earlier w hen the matter was on the file of Tamil 
Nadu State Industrial Tribunal as l.D No. 80/98 an award 
was passed on 2-9-98 due to the absence of lhe petitioner 
dismissing the claim for default. To set aside (he Award 
dated 02-09-98 passed by the Tamil Nadu State Industrial 
Tribunal, the Petitioner has filed a petition there itself to 
set aside the award with a petition to condone the delay 
of 570 days in filing that set aside petition. When that 
petition was pending enquiry' as unnumbered petition in 
that Tamil Nadu Slate Industrial Tribunal, as per the 
orders of Central Govt, this ease has been transferred to 
the file of this Tribunal for adjudication and disposal. 
When those two unnumbered petitions were taken up here 
for the enquiry, the counsel for the Respondent has made 
an endorsement on both the petitions that he has no 
objection to allow' these petitions. 

Hence, the petition to condone lhe delay of 570 
days in filing the set aside petition and the petition filed 
to set aside the award dated 2*9-98 in l.D. No. 80/1998 
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by the Tamil Nadu State Industrial Tribunal Here 
allowed. The ex-parte order of Award passed on 2-9-98 
in Ibis industrial dispute by the Tamil Nadu Slate 
Industrial Tribunal as l.D. No. 80/1998 Ian set 
aside and the main industrial dispute has Seen restored 
to file and renumbered as l.D No 57o/2001 

-I Subsequently when the mat'er can-. .' i 

enquiry the 'I Party .'Management h-ul : ih :i di u f i-'intei 
Statement and the mutter wax ported he enquiry i<"; nous 
subsequent dales. When the matter was u 1 on up finally 
for enquiry on 31-7-2001, the I Party and his counsel 
remained absent as usual and the counsel for the 11 Party- 
alone was present and has advanced his arguments. 

5. The Point for my eonsideiation is— 

"Whether the termination of services of the 
workman Sri P.Ravichandran we.f. 21-11-1992 by 
the District Telecom Manager Thanjavur is 
justified? If not, lo w hat relief he is eniitled' , ‘' 

Point 

In this case, no one was examined as witness on 
either side. No document has been filed on either 
side as exhibit. The Claim Statement, Counter 
Statement and all other relevant records of this 
dispute were perused. The arguments advanced by 
the learned counsel for the 11 Party/Managemcnt 
was also considered. In the Claim Statement of Ihe 
Petitioner it is simply stated that he had put in more 
than 240 days in a year of service, he was 
continuously doing permanent nature of work under 
the Respondent. It is not stated in the Claim 
Statement as to when the Petitioner was so engaged 
as casual mazdoor continuously by the Respondent/ 
Management. No oral and documentary evidence 
has let in. in support of the allegations mentioned 
in the Claim Statement by IhcPclioncr On the other 
iiand. in Ihc Counter Statement the Respondent has 
clearly averred that the Petitioner was engaged as 
a casual mazdoor from 12-04-1982 and he was 
working on casual basis. Further it is slated in the 
Counter Statement that the Petitioner had deserted 
from work without any intimation from May. 1982 
and he had not truned up for 10 years 4 months It 
is also contended in the Counter Statement of the 
Respondent Ihal the Petitioner had w r orked in the 
department only for 6 days from 12-04-1982 to 
30-04-1982. The Petitioner had not reported for 
duty- regularly and he had not engaged for duty from 
May. 1982 to 18-9-1982 for nearly ten years All 
these specific allegations have not been denied by 
way of any reply statement by the Petitioner/ 
Workman. The learned counsel for the II Party/ 
Management would argue that in 1992 due to Ihc 
pressure of the Trade union, the Divisional 
Engineer (Admn) had condoned the break in sendee 
of the Petitioner. The Petitioner was taken back to 


duty in 1992. flic Divisional Engineer (Admn) had 
powers lo condone the break in smvicc only for six 
months. More than six nv ■ v break in service 
cannot be condoned by (he Div isional Engineer 
(Admn). as he has no powers lo Ihal extent Tiler 
(he Department of Telecommunications came lo 
knew the illegal condonation of break m sen ice. 
rave n direction to the Divisional Engineer lo cancel 
i.tc original order condoning the break in service. 
Subsequently, the Divisional Engineer (Admn). 
terminated the services -of the Petitioner on 
21-J1-92. Taking advantage of illegal condonation 
of break in service, (he Petitioner wanted lo have 
legalised the action of ihe Divisional Engineer 
(Admn) and prays I'd reinsialeiiienl in .ervice. 
From the materials ;r nibble in IhN ca«e. a is seen 
that Ihe Divisional Engineer who had condoned 
flic break in sen ice of ihc Petitions had no powers 
to do so. because the illegal condonation of break 
in service by an official has no authority to do so 
was subsequently came to the knowledge of 
Department of Telecommunicaiions and tin 
instruction has been given by the Department of 
Telecommunications to cancel such illegal and 
irregular condonation of bieak in service In 
pursuance of Ihal diiecltoii of Dcpaiimeul of 
Telecommunicaiions. Ihe Divisional Engineer 
(Admn). has cancelled Ihc original order 
condoning the break in sen-ice and thereby Ihe 
General Manager. Depart mail of 
Telecommunications. Tliatijav ur had terminated the 
service of the Petitioner Sri P. Rnv ichandran casual 
labour w.e.f 21-11-92 So. it cannot be said that 
the said admit of ihe Respondent/Management is 
improper, illegal and unjustified As slated by the 
Respondent/Management in ihen Counter, as the 
Petitioner had worked only mi o days prior to 
30-03-85. he is not eligible for permanent post. The 
work given to him was casual, seasonal and 
intermittent in nature. So. he is not eligible for 
continuity' of sen ice. Front this, it is seen that the 
reinstatement of the Petitioner itself, by condoning 
his break in service is irregular and he cannot 
consider lo be a workman in order lo attract Section 
25F of the Industrial Disputes Aci. 1947 and thaL 
provision will be applicable only lo legally 
appointed employee. As the pelilioncr is nol 
employed so. as he had slaved away from duty for 
nearly ten years, he is not entitled lo claim the relief 
proved fo: Further no substantial ev idence is 
available on the side of the Petitioner to show that 
he had minimum continuous service of 240 days 
in one year and lie was recruited prior lo 30-3-85 
to get a status of Temporary Mazdoor Fie has nol 
shown lo have requisite qualifications of the 
conditions mentioned in the scheme. From all these. 
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it is seen that ihc action of the General Manager in 
terminating the services of the Petitioner as a casual 
labourer w.c.j. 21-11-92 is proper legal and 
jds'iHui Hence, the concerned workman is not 
entitled for any relief, thus, the point is answered 
accordingly. 

(-. In (be result, an Award is passed holding that 
the termination of the services of the workman Sri P. 
Ravichandran w.e.f. 21-11-1992 by the District Telecom 
Manager. Thanjavur. is justifed. Hence, he is not entitled 
to any relief. No Cost. 

(Dictated to the Stenographer, transcribed and typed 
by him. corrected and pronounced by ire in the open court 
on this day the 21st September, 2001) 

K KAltTHlKEYAN, Presiding Officer 

Witnesses Examine d: 

On either side None 

DOCUMENTS MARKED,: 

On either side Nil 

19 WUT, 2001 

cRT.atr. moo.— aftri i P id i Rw i e 147 (1947 

T!ET 14) ^ MRT 17%3PpTTO^, 

■3TR. tpi. Htt. % RURttR % tRTO sfR < n*t'wrf, 

st-prtt if twr aRTOTPFTr Tenure u 'Wtu tou 
af l tf t Pw aaftruRur, IMIr % iu *?r trarfhtf m# t, ^tfr 
%^fhroTfin: ml 19-11-2001 utri ipn «?n 

[ft. TJCT-40012/81/96 -«nim (■rft. %) ] 
STCTffa TFT RWt, 'km Jtfhdt l fl 

New Delhi, the 19th November, 2001 

S.O. 3400.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act. 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Central 
Government Industrial Trlbunal-cutn-Labour Court 
Bangalore as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Superintendent RMS and their workman 
which was received by the Central Government on 
19-11-2001. 

[No. L*400l2/81/96*IR(DU)) 
KIJLDIP RAI VERMA, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT 

“SHRAM SADAN”, 

fll MAIN. Ill CROSS. II PHASE. TUMKUR ROAD. 
YESHWANTHPUR. BANGALORE. 

Dated 17th October. 2001 


PRESENT 

HON’BLE SHRJ V N. KULKARNI, B. Com, LLB, 
PRESIDING OFFICER 
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
BANGALORE. 

C. R. No. 18/98 

I PARTY II PARTY 

Shrl Peer Mohammed Superintendent, R.M.S, 

(Major). Carnal Lnboartr, HaMI Dn 

D. No. 64, Ward No. XXn, Hubli P.O, Dharwar Dist. 
Dalwala Mnsjid, Dhobi Karnataka-580029 

Street, Ciwl Bazar, 

Bellary, Karnataka State 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government by exercising the 
powers conferred by clause (d) of Sub-section 2A of the 
SectionlO of the Industrial Disputes Act 1947 has referred 
this dispute vide order No. L-40012/81/96-1R (DU) dated 
2nd March 1998 for adjudication on the following 
schedule: 

Schedule 

“Whether the action of the management of Supdt. 
RMS, HB. Dn, Hubli in terminating the services of 
Shri Peer Mohammed, w.e.f. 31-3-91 is legal and 
Justified ? If not, to what relief the workman is 
entitled to T 

2. First Party was working with the management. 
His services were terminated w.e.f. 31-3-1991 and 
therefore, Industrial Dispute is raised. 

3. Parties appeared and filed Claim Statement and 
Counter respectively. 

4. The case of the first parly in brief is as follows: 

3. First party was apppointed as a Casual Labourer 
in the establishment of Railway Mail Service. Sorting office 
at Bellary. He served the department honestly and sincerely. 
He was working at BcUlaiy. First parts’ was working during 
the absence of regular Group ‘D’ or ED agents is not correct. 
The applicant was appointed as a casual labourer to convey 
mail bags accumulated in the ground floor to the sorting 
office in the 1st floor and vice versa. The first party was in 
employment of the management and worked for more than 
240 days in all the years. 

6. It is true that the first party and 3 other 
approached the Central Adminstrative Tribunal. 
Bangalore and CAT, Bangalore directed respondent No. 
1 to have a flesh look into the case. 

7. The management has not considered the case 
of the workman. The first party for these reasons and 
for some other reasons has prayed to pass award in his 
favour. 
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8. The case of the Second Party in brief is as 
follows: 

9. The contention of the first party is that he was 
appointed as a Casual Labourer is not correct. First party 
was not engaged for maore than 240 days in any of the 
year. It is trite that the CAT, Bangalore directed the 
management to examine the case of the first party along 
with others. The first party has not fulfilled the required 
conditions so his case was not considered. Statement of 
working days of the first party is given in the Counter. 

10. First party was not in employment on 29-11- 
1989 and not worked for 240 days or 8 hours in a year 
and therefore he was terminated. 

11 . The decision of the CAT is not binding. Second 
party for these reasons and for some other reasons has 
prayed to reject the reference. 

12. It is seen fiom the records that the management 
to prove his case examined MW1, Shri Suresh. His 
evidence is that he was working as Superintendent, RMS 
in Hubli Division, Hubli. 

13. His further evidence is that the first party 
worked horn 1986 to 1991. Of course he has said that the 
first party never worked continuously for more than 240 

days. 

14. MW1 says in his cross exmination that Ex. t is 
prepared on the basis of Attendance Register. He further 
says in his cross examination that he has not produced 
attendance register. The management without any proper 
explanation has failed to produce attendance register. 

15. We have the evidence of workman and he say 
that he was working in the department since 1985 and he 
worked upto 1991. He fiirthcr savs that he worked upto 
1991. 

16. He ftnther says that Shri Chowdappo, Noor 
Pasha and Umesh were working with him and they are 
taken on duty. 

17. ! have carefully read the evidence of the 
management witness and the workman. 1 have also 
perused the judgement of the CAT in CA No. 829/1993. 

18. It is in evidence that the first party has worked 
from 1986 to 1991, The management has not produced 
the attendance register. Non production of attendance 
register is really fatal to the management. 

19. It is also in the evidence that three others who 
were working with the first party are taken on duty. This 
would go to show that there is unfair labour practice 
against the present workman. 

20. It was argued by the learned counsel appearing 
for the management that as per Ex. 3 the first party was 


not working at relevant period and therefore, temporary 
status was not confirmed on the first party. 

21. Against this it was argued by the learned 
counsel for the first party that there is no merit in this 
contention because the circular at Annex. 3 is to be read 
in two parts namely: First part is that: 

Temporary Status would be conferred on casual 
labourers in employment as on 19-11-89. In other words 
Workmen who were working as on 29-11-89 would be 
given temporary status. 

22. It is clear from the evidence of MW 1 itself and 
also the evidence of workman that prior to 29-11-1989 
first party was working with the management. 

23. According to the evidence before me, first party 
was working with the Second party since 1986. 

24. The Second part of the Circular is that: 

The workman who continues to be currently 
employed and rendered continuous service of alteast 
one year and he might have been engaged for a 
period of240 days in a year will be given temporary 
status and for such workman continuously working 
for 240 days is a must and not the workman who 
was working with the management prior to 
29-11-89. 

25. There is merit in the arguments advanced by 
the learned counsel appearing for the first party. 

26. {i was submitted by the learned counsel for 
the first party workman that it is an admitted fact 
by the: management witness that similar workmen 
were given temporary status and ihcrefore the same 
treatment has to be given to the first party 
workman. 

27. He fiirther submitted that he is satisfied if 
temporary status is given to 1 fie first party 

workman. 

28. Considering the material before me and the 
circulars relied by the parties and admission of MW 1 
I am of the opinion that when 3 persons of similar 
work are conferred and given temporary status, the 
first party workman is also entitled for the same. 

29. 1 have also said that the management cannot 
discriminate the first party workman with 3 others 
of similar nature of work, 

30. Considering all this I am of the opinion that 
the management can be directed to give temporary 
status to first party workman and accordingly I 
proceed to pass the following order : 

ORDER 

Reference is partly allowed and the management is 
directed to confer temporary status on the first party 
workman. Accordingly reference is disposed off. 
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to PA transcribed by her corrected and 
sigiv d by rue on 17 th October 2001) 

V. N. KULKARNI, Presiding Officer 
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•riT, f-lRfa iiWiPi'n fqqi^vf 'LnOn ■«lTiR3?lw')P|(») 

■gt'OTmi, % TTR # yTilftin Ttuft rsft W4iR 

t;i ’, 9 - 11-2001 Tit uiRTgan «n l 

[ jqr. rrsT-40012/209/95-3T^.3TR, (#.tj.)] 

jfFfar TFT nfa, %ETT arfafat 

New Delhi, the 19th November, 2001 

K O. 34(i/. pMuiuncc of Section 17.of the 
Indnstrirjl t vu. (14 of 1947). the Central 

Government km ■ .-nsli’.’s the award of the Central 
Gownnm-m , • . i.- ! 1 buna I-cum-Labour Court 

CT.en 11 . 1 i as 1 '■ . ,,i 1 c .Am,.:Mire in the Industrial 
Dispute bctMei’n me unplo.ets m relation to the 
manage:!’., in 01 D.o leleom and their workman, which 
wasn’t' if if’, m, 1 ..entralGovernment on 19-11-2001 

|No. L-40012/2'i9/95-IR'DU)l 
KIjLDIP RAt VERMA, Desk Officer. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE ( ENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TKIBUNAL-CI M LABOUR COURT, CHENNAI 

Monday, the ! 7 th September, 2001 

Present . k, KARTH1K.EYAN. 

Presiding Ollitci 

INDUSTRIAL DISPU1T NO. 437/2001 

kimil Nadu State Industrial Tribunal 1. D. No. 51/97) 

(In the inatier of the dispute for adjudication under 
.’.use (d) of Sub-section (1) and Sub-section 2(A) 
S ', kon 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 
1 ; - ,1 1 'i) between the Workman Sri A. Malhiyalagan 
Mi'i!: Management t >'gutmcnt of Tclecominuni- 
llnmjauir) 

BETWEEN 

St; y Malhiyalagan 1 Party/Workman. 

AND 

The General Manager II party/Management. 

Dcj ,< (merit of Tclecommu- 
mv., 'uns, Thanja\’ur 


Appearance : 

For the Workman Mr. R. Ramesh, 

Advocate 

For the Management ; Mr R Karunakaran, 

Addl. CGSC 

The Govt, of India. Ministry of Labour in exercise 
of powers conferred by clause (d) of Sub-section (1) arM 
Sub-section 2 (A) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute 
Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), have referred the concerned 
Industrial Dispute for adjudication vide Order No 
L-40012/209/95/IR(DU) dated 23-07-1997. 

This reference has been made earlier to the Tamil 
Nadu State Industrial Tribunal, where it was taken on 
file as I.D. No. 51/97. When the matter was pending 
enquiry in that Tribunal, the Govt, of India, Ministry’ of 
Labour was pleased to order transfer of this case front 
that 3 ribunal to this Tribunal for adjudication. On receipt 
of rcords from that Tribunal, the case has been taken on 
file as I.D. No. 437/2001 and notices were sent to the 
counsel on record on either side, informing them about 
the transfer of this case to this Tribunal, with a direction 
to appear before this Tribunal on 27-02-2001. On receipt 
of notice from this Tribunal, the counsel on either side 
present with their respective parties and prosecuted this 
case further. 

When the matter came up before me for final 
hearing on 31-07-2001, upon perusing the Claim 
Statement. Counter Statement, the other material papers 
on record and upon hearing the argument ,.T .’need K 
the learned counsel for II Party/Managemenl a,. 1 '' 
matter having stood over till this date for cousidcinuon. 
this Tribunal has passed the following .— 

AWARD 

The Industrial Dispute referred u in the above order 
of reference by the Central GoVt for adjudication by this 
Tribunal is as follows :— 

“Whether the action of the General Manager. 
Department of Telecommunications. Thaujuvur in 
terminating the services of Sim a. Matluyalagan. 
casual labourw.e.f, 21-11-1992 is proper, legal and 
justified ? If not, to what relief the workman is 
entitled?” 

2. The main averments in J . >c Claim ■ ktcmcnl of 
the T parly/workman are briefly as follow s:— 

The f Party/Workman Sri A Matluyalagan (herein 
after refers to as Petitioner) i\;r working under v >1 
Party/Management. Department of Teleconumnications. 
Thnnjavur District (hereinafter referred to as Respondent) 
continuously for the past several years as casual labour. 
The nature of work done bv him was permanent and 
continuous nature under the Respondent, without the 
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employees like the Pelitioner the Respondent cannot do 
Hie woik of cable laving. provision of land line panchnyat 
public telephones. provision of STD public telephone, 
upgradation oflocal telephone lines etc. The Pctilioner 
had put in more than 240 days in a year of service and 
the payment of wages vouchers signed by the petitioner 
would reveal that he was continuously doing permanent 
natuic of work under the Respondent. After repeated 
requests from the Pctilioner, the Chief General Manager, 
Telecommunications by his order directed all heads of 
SS A to take back casual mazdoors whose break in serv ice 
is more than one year and who were terminated and or 
not admitted for departmental work pending. 
Accordingly, the Divisional Engineer (Administration) 
m his order dated 19-9-92 condoned the break in service 
to permit the mazdoors to do departmental works. The 
Department ofTclcconununications in its letter No. 269/ 
3/92 STN dated 21-10-92 had directed not to consider 
the cases for condonations of break in service, when the 
bteak is beyond one year. Accordingly, as per the direction 
of Department of Telecommunications, the Divisional 
Engineer (Admit.) had cancelled the original order 
condoning the break in service. As per the direction of 
Department of Telecommunications, the petitioner was 
not permitted to work as casual mazdoor. The casual 
mazdoors are taken back for duty from March, 1993. The 
petitioner’s wages were paid by the A E /SDEs. The 
Respondent informed the Petitioner that his services w ere 
terminated from 21-11-1902. The Respondent thereafter, 
re-emploved the petitioner under contract basis. The 
petitioner’s service were terminated, while the 
Respondent retained juniors in service. The Respondent 
violated the provisions of Industrial Disputes Acl and 
the act of respondent is against the principles of nalural 
justice. The Petitioner prays to pass an award holding 
the act of General Manager, Telecommunications, 
Thanjavur, terminating the Petitioner's service as illegal, 
arbitrary and against the principles of natural justice and 
to reinstate the Petitioner with continuity of service, back 
wages and other attendant benefits. 

3. The av erments in the Counter Statement of the 
II Party/Mangement arc briefly as follows :— 

The IT Pariy/Managcmenl. The General Manager, 
Department of Telecommunications Thanjavur District 
i i i "einafter referred to as respondent ) submits that 
t;ltoner was engaged as casual mazdoor from 7-5-84. 
Ki. Vi*, working on casual basis The Petitioner was not 
sincere and deserted from work without any intimation 
front 21-10-84. He had not turned up for 7 years and 11 
months. The work was not a permanent one. The work 
was allotted to the Petitioner whenever necessary purely 
on casual basis and when the regular mazdoors were not 
available due to leave and absctilism to execute the nature 
of work. The work was not of a permanent nature. As 
and when fault comes on the lines and when there is 
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demand for new connections, the work will be carried 
out by casual mazdoor on contract basis The petitioner 
was giv en such type of w ork. The Petitioner had worked 
only for 50 days from 7-5-84 to 20-10-84. The work was 
not a permanent one Tic was not working continuously. 
He had not reported for duty regularly and not engaged 
tor duty from 21-10-84 to 7-09-1992 for nearly 8 years. 
The work was not of a permanent nature Also the 
Pelitioner had not fulfilled (he necessary conditions for 
getting promotion to temporary status mazdoor. The 
necessary conditions are— 

(1) should be currently employed. 

(2) minimum continuous service of one year; 

(3) should be engaged on work at least for 240/ 
206 days in the year depending upon the type 
of office employed; 

(4) He has been recruited prior to 30-03-1985 

As per the dirction of the Chief General Manager, 
Telecom, Chennai by his letter dated 18-8-92, the 
Divisional Engineer (Admn) Tanjore condoned the break 
in service of the petitioner and took him to contingency 
works. The Department of Telecommunications in its 
letter daled 21-10-92 has directed not to consider the cases 
for condonation of break in service when the break is 
more than one year. Accordingly, ihe Respondent had 
cancelled the original order condoning the break in 
service. Hcncc the Petitioner has become ineligible to 
work as casual mazdoor. The petitioner was not permitted 
to work as casual mazdoor. The Petitioner was allowed 
to do work purely on contract basis after March. 1983. 
The Petitioner has not fulfilled the necessary conditions 
to become a temporary' status mazdoor. As the break in 
service for the Petitioner was more than one year, he was 
terminated front service. The action was as per 
departmental rules only. Since the Petitioner has not been 
absorbed in this department, he is not eligible to be served 
with any notice or notic pay The petitioner is not eligible 
for getting retrenchment compensation. The Pctilioner 
is not eligible for permanent post. The work given to 
him was casual, seasonal and intermittent in nature. The 
Pelitioner is not eligible for continuity of sendee, back 
wages and other benefits. Hcncc. this Hon’blc Tribunal 
may be pleased to dismiss the petition for devoid of merit. 

4. Earlier when the matter was on the file of Tamil 
Nadu State Industrial Tribunal as I D.No. 51/97 an award 
was passed ex-parte against the II Party/Management. 
To set aside the ex-partc Award dated 30-10-98 passed 
by the Tamil Nadu State Industrial Tribunal, Ihe II Partv/ 
Management has filed a petition there itself as M PNo 
38/2000. When that petilion was pending enquiry there, 
as per the orders of Central Govt this case fi-s . c.-n 
transferred to (lie file of this Tribunal for adjuifi--.: mu 
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and disposal. Though the case was taken up for several 
hearings, the counsel for the 1 Party/Workman and the 
I Party himself has not turned up to prosecute this case 
here. But the II Party/Managcment counsel alone was 
present and requested for allowing the petition to set aside 
the ex-partc order of Award passed by the Tamil Nadu 
State Industrial Tribunal on 30-10-1998. On 24-4-2001, 
when the matter was taken up for enquiry, the counsel 
for the I Party had made an endorsement on the petition 
stating that the I Party/Workman has no objection to allow 
that petition. So, that petition to set aside the ex-parte 
award passed by the Tribunal in this case was set aside 
and the enquiry in the main Industrial Dispute was 
adjourned to 4-6-2001. Subsequently, when the matter 
was taken up for enquiry on various hearings, the counsel 
for the II party/Managcment alone was present. Neither 
the 1 party nor his counsel was present to prosecute this 
case. So the matter was finally adjourned to 31-7-2001 
for heraring the arguments of the counsel for the II Party/ 
Management. Accordingly, the counsel for the II party/ 
Management had advaned his argument. 

5. The Point for my consideration is— 

"Whether the action of the General Manger, 
Department of Telecommunications, Thanjavur in 
terminating the services of Shri A.Mathiyalagan, 
casual laboour w.c.f. 21-11-1992 is proper, legal 
and justified? If not to what relief the workman is 
entitled ? 

Point:— 

In this case, no one was examined as witness on 
either side No document has been filed on cither 
side as exhibit. The Claim Statement, Counter 
Statement and all other relevant records of this 
dispute were perused. The arguments advanced by 
the learned counsel foT the II Party/Managcment 
was also considered. In the Claim Statement of the 

Petitioner it is-simply stated that he 

had put in more than 240 days in a year of service. 
He was continuously doing permanent nature of 
work under the Respondent. It is not stated in the 
Claim Statement as to when the Petitioner was so 
engaged as casual mazdoor continuously by the 
Respondent/Management, No oral and 
documentary evidence has let in, in support of the 
allegations mentioned in the Claim Statement by 
the Petitioner. On the other hand, in the Counter 
Statement the Respondent has clearly averred that 
the Petitioner was engaged as a casual mazdoor 
from 7-05-1984 and he was working on casual 
basis. Further it is stated in the Counter Statement 
that the Petitioner had deserted from work without 
any intimation from 21-10-84 and he had not turned 
up for 7 years 11 months. It is also contended in 
the Counter Statement of the Respondent that the 


Petitioner had worked in the department only for 
50 days from 7-05-1984 to 20-10-1984. The 
Petitioner had not reported for duty regularly and 
he had not engaged for duty from 21-10-84 to 
7-9-1992 for nearly eight years. All these specific 
allegations have not been denied by way of any reply 
statement by the Petitioncr/Workman. The learned 
counsel for the II Party/ Management would argue 
that in 1992 due to the pressure of the Trade union, 
the Divisional Engineer (Admn) had condoned tire 
break in service of the Petitioner, The Petitioner 
was taken back to duty in 1992. The Divisional 
Engineer (Admn) had powers to condone the break 
in service only for six months. More than six 
months break in service cannot be condoned by the 
Divisional Engineer (Admn), as he has no powers 
to that extent. After the Department of 
Telecommunications came to know the illegal 
condonation of break in sendee, gave a direction 
to the Divisional Engineer to cancel the original 
order condoning the break in sendee. Subsequently, 
the Divisional Engineer (Admn ) terminated the 
sendee of the Petitioner on 21-11-92. Taking 
advantage of illegal condonation of break in service, 
the Petitioner wanted to have legalised the action 
of the Divisional Engineer (Admn) and prays for 
reinstatement in service. From the materials 
available in this case, it is seen that the Divisional 
Engineer, who had condoned the break in service 
of the petitioner had no powers to do so. because 
the illegal condonation of break in service by an 
official has no authoirty to do so was subsequently 
came to the knowledge of Department of 
Telecommunications and an instruction has been 
given by the Department of Telecommunications 
to cancel such illegal and irregular condonation of 
break in service, In pursuance of that direction of 
Department of Telecommunications, the Divisional 
Engineer (Admn), has cancelled the original order 
condoning the break in service and thereby the 
General Manager, Department of Telecommuni¬ 
cation, Thanjavur had terminated the service of the 
Petitioner Sri A. Mathiyalagan casual labour w.c.f. 
21-11-92. So, it cannot be said that the said action 
of the Respondent/Management is improper, illegal 
and unjustified. As stated by the Respondent/ 
Management in their counter, as the Petitioner 
had worked only for 50 days prior to 
30-3-85. he is not eligible for permanent post. The 
work given to him was casual, seasonal and 
intermittent in nature. So, he is not eligible for 
continuity of service. From this, it is seen that the 
reinstatement of the petitioner itself, by condoning 
his break in service is irregular and he cannot 
consider to be a workman in order to attract Section 
25F of the Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 and that 
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provision will be applicable only to legally 
appointed employee. As the Petitioner is not 
employed so, as he had stayed away from duty for 
nearly 8 years, he is not entitled to claim the relief 
prayed for. Further no substantial evidence is 
available on the side of the Petitioner to show that 
he had minimum continuous service of 240 days 
in one year and he was recruited prior to 30-3-85 
to get a status of Temporary Mazdoor. He has not 
shown to have requisite qualifications of the 
conditions mentioned in the scheme. From all these, 
it is seen that the action of the General Manager in 
terminating the services of the petitioner as a casual 
labourer w.e.f. 21-11-92 is proper legal and 
justified. Hence, the concerned workman is not 
entitled for any relief. Thus, the point is answered 
accordingly. 

6. In the result an Award is passed holding that 
the action of the General Manager, Department of 
Telecommunications, Thanjavur, in terminating the 
sendees of Sri A. Mathiyalagan, casual labourer w.e.f. 
21-11-92 is proper, legal and justified. Hence, he is not 
entitled to any relief. No Cost. 

(Dictated to the Stenographer, transcribed and typed 
by him, corrected and pronounced by me in the open court 
on this day the 17th September, 2001.) 

K. KARTHIKEYAN, Presiding Officer 
Witnesses Examined : 

On either side None 

P offl mntg ma tted ; 

On either side Nil 
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New Delhi, the 19th November, 2001 

S.O. 3402.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Central 
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Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court 
Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of D/o Telecom and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government 19-11-2001. 

[No. L-40012/210/95-IR (DU)] 
KULDIP RAI VERMA, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, CHENNAI 

Tuesday, the 18th September, 2001 
Present : K. KARTHIKEYAN, 

Presiding Officer 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO. 438/2001 
(Tamil Nadu State Industrial Tribunal 1. D. No. 52/97) 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under 
clause (d) of Sub-section (1) and Sub-section 2(A) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 
1947), between the Workman Sn S. Sclvaraj and the 
Mangement of Department of Telecommunications, 
Thaqjavur] 


BETWEEN 


Sri S. Selvaraj 


The General Manager, 
Department of Telecommu¬ 
nications, Thanjavur. 

Appearance : 

For the Workman 

For the Management 


I Parly/Workman. 
AND 

II Party/Management. 


Mr. R. Ramesh, 
Advocate 

Mr. R. Kariinakaran, 
Addl. CGSC 


The Govt, of India, Ministry of Labour in exercise 
of powers conferred by clause (d) of Sub-section (1) and 
Sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), have referred the concerned 
Industrial Dispute for adjudication vide Order No 
L-40012/210/95/IR(DU) dated 23-07-1997. 

This reference has been made earlier to the Tamil 
Nadu State Industrial Tribunal, where it was taken on 
file as I D. No. 52/97. When the matter was pending 
enquiry in that Tribunal, the Govt, of India. Ministry of 
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Labour was pleased to order transfer of this case from 
that Tribunal to this Tribunal for adjudication. On receipt 
of records from that Tribunal, the case has been taken on 
file as I D. No. 438/2001 and notices were sent to the 
counsel on record on either side, informing them about 
the transfer of this case to this Tribunal, with a direction 
to appear before this Tribunal on 27-02-2001. On receipt 
of notice from this Tribunal, the counsel on cither side 
present with their respective parties and prosecuted this 
case further. 

When the matter came up before me for final 
hearing on 31-07-2001, upon perusing the Claim 
Statement, Counter Statement, the other material papers 
on record and upon hearing the arguments advanced by 
the learned counsel on either side and this matter having 
stood over till this date for consideration, this Tribunal 
has passed the following :— 

AWARD 

The Industrial Dispute referred to in the above order 
of reference by the Central Govt, for adjudication by this 
Tribunal is as follows :— 

"Whether the action of the General Manager, 
Department of Telecommunications, Thanjavur in 
terminating the services of Shri S. Selvaraj, casual 
labour w.e.f. 21-11-1992 is proper, legal and 
justified? If not. to what relief the workman is 
entitled?" 

2. The averments in the Claim Statement of the I 
partv/workman are briefly as follows:— 

The I Party/Workman Sri S. Selvaraj (hereinafter 
referred to as Petitioner) was working in the II Party/ 
Management, Department of Telecommunication, 
Thanjavur District continuously for the past several years. 
He was doing the work of II Party Department of 
Telecommunication. Thanjavur (hereinafter referred to 
as Respondent and was receiving wages directly from 
the department. He was discharging his duties honestly 
to the utmost satisfaction of his superior, The nature of 
work done by him w as permanent and contionuous nature 
under the Respondent. Without the employees like the 
Petitioner the Repondent cannot do the work of cable 
laying, provision of land line panchayal public 
Telephones, provision of STD public telephones, 
upgradation of local telephone lines, conversion of 
Manual exchange to auto exchange, provision of new 
telephone connection, introduction of STD in some 
exchanges and cable laying line wire crrection of for 
providing new phone connection, upgradation of local 
telephone lines, cable network. He had put in more than 
240 days in a year of service and for the payment of wages, 
vouchers signed by Petitioner would reveal that he was 
continuously doing permanent nature of work under 


Respondent. His everyday work was allotted and 
supervised by the Respondent/departmental authoirities. 
The Petitioner has to report for duly regularly. Periodical 
representations were made to higher authorities to absorb 
the Petitioner as permanent employee of Respondent since 
the Petitioner was discharging permanent nature of work 
and continuous and essential work of the Respondent. 
After repeated request from him. the Chief Gencrnal 
Manager, by his order directed all heads of SSA to take 
back casual mazdoors whose break in service is more 
than one years and who were terminated and or not 
admitted for departmental work pending. Accordingly, 
the Divisional Engineer in his order dated 19-9-92 
condoned the break in service to permit the mazdoors to 
do departmental work. To the shock and surprise of the 
petitioner the Department of Telecommunications in its 
letter dated 21 -10-92 has directed not to consider the cases 
for condonations of break in service, when the break is 
beyond one year. Accordingly, and as per the directions 
of Department of Telecommunications, the Divisional 
Engineer (Admn.) had cancelled the original order 
condoning the break in service. Therefore, the Petitioner 
has became ineligible to work as casual mazdoor. As per 
the direction of Department of the Telecommunications, 
the petitioner was not permitted to work as casual 
mazdoor. The casual mazdoors are taken back for duty 
from March, 1993. The petitioner's wages were paid by 
the A.E./SDEs. His juniors are absorbed against regular 
post of Group D or awarded temporary status, but the 
Petitioner was neither absorbed against regular post of 
Group D or awarded temporary status. The Petitioner 
requested for appointment against the regular Group D 
post in view of his continuous service under the 
Respondent. To his shock, the Respondent informed the 
Petitioner that his services were terminated front 
21-11-92. The Respondent thereafter, rc-emplovcd the 
petitioner under contract basis. The Respondent violated 
the provisions of Industrial Disputes Act and the act of 
the Respondent is against the principles of natural justice. 
The petitioner had put in more than 240 days of service 
under the Respondent.The petitioner’s service were 
terminated.without giving him notice or notice pay and 
the Respondent failed and neglected to pay retrenchment 
compensation. The Petitioner’s serv ices w ere terminated 
while the Respondent retained juniors in serv ice which 
is in clear violation of Industrial Laws of the Land.The 
Petitioner rcised industrial dispute before the Regional 
Laboour Commissioner, Madras.The Respondent was 
adamant and refused to give permanent employment to 
the Petitioner.The matter was referred as an industrial 
dispute by the Government of India. Ministry' of Labour 
to this Tribunal for adjudication. The Petitioner is ready 
and willing to w'ork with the Respondent as permanent 
employee since he was already continuously employed 
by the Respondent and his nature of work under the 
Respondent is of permanent nature. Hence, this Tribunal 
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may be pleased to pass an award holding that the act of 
General Manager, Telecommunication, Tharyavur, in 
terminating the Petitioner’s service as illegal, arbitrary 
and against principles of natural justice and reinstate the 
Petitioner with continuity of service, back wages and other 
attendant benefits. 

3. The averments in the Counter Statement of the 
II Party/Mangement are briefly as follows :— 

The General Manager, Telecom, Thanjavur, II 
Party/Management (hereinafter referred to as 
Respondent) deny all the allegations made in the claim 
petition except those that are admitted in the Counter. 
The Petitioner was engaged as casual mazdoor from 
6.3.76. He was working on casual basis. The-Petitioner 
was not sincere and deserted from work without any 
intimation from February, 1978 He had not turned up 
for fourteen years and seven months. The work was not 
a permanent one. The work was allotted to him whenever 
necessary purely on casual basis and when tho regular 
mazdoors were not available due to leave and absentism 
to excute the nature of work. The work was not of a 
permanent nature. As and when fault comes on the lines 
and when there is demand for new connections, the work 
will be carried out by casual mazdoor on contract basis. 
The Petitioner was given such type of work when regular 
mazdoors were not available and when sudden urgent 
works were to be excuted on priority basis. The Petitioner 
had worked only for 69 days from 6,3 .76 to Januaty, 1978. 
The work was not a permanent one. He was not working 
continuously. The Petitioner had not reported for duty 
regularly and not engaged for duty from Feb. 1978 to 
19,9.92 for nearly 15 years. The work was not of a 
permanent nature. Also The Petitioner had not fulfilled 
the necessary conditions for getting promotion to 
temporary status mazdoor. The necessary conditions 
are — 

(1) should be currently employed; 

(2) minimum continuous' service of one year; 

(3) should be engaged on work atlcasl for 240/ 
206 days in the year depending upon the type 
of office employed; 

(4) he has been recruited prior to 30.03.1985. 

The Chief General Manager, Telecom, Chennai 
letter dated 18.8.92 theD.E. (Admn.)Thanjore condoned 
the break in service and taken. The Petitioner to 
contingency works. The Department of 
Telecommunications in its letter dated 21.10.92 has 
directed not to consider the cases for condonation of break 
in service when the break is more than one year. 
Accordingly and as per the directions of Department of 
Telecommunications the Divisional Engineer (Admn.) 


had cancelled the original order condoning the break in 
service and hence the Petitioner has become ineligible to 
work as casual mazdoor. As per the direction of 
Department of Telecommunications, the Petitioner was 
not permitted to work as casual mazdoor. The Petitioner 
was allowed to do work purely on contract basis after 
March, 1983 and gets the contracted amount from the 
competent authorities. As per the direction of the 
Department rules, the Petitioner has not fulfilled the 
necessary conditions to become a temporary status mazdoor. 
Since the Petitioner is not covered the above conditions, he 
is not eligible for TSM. As the break in service is more than 
one year he was terminated from service, The action was as 
per departmental rules only The Petitioner had worked in 
the department only for 69 days from 6.3.76 to January, 
1978. Since the Petitioner has not been absorbed in this 
department, he is not eligible to be served with any notice 
or notice pay and he is not eligible for getting retrenchment 
compensation. The Petitioner has not fulfilled the necessaiy 
conditions to become a temporary status mazdoor and as 
per the departmental rules the Petitioner is not eligible for 
permanent employment. The Petitioner had worked only 
for 69 days prior to 30.3,1985. He is not eligible for 
permanent post. The work given to him was casual, seasonal 
and intermittent in nature. He is not eligible for continuity 
of service, back wages and other benefits. Hence, this 
Honblc Tribunal may be pleased to dismiss the petition. 

4. Earlier when the matter was pending before the 
Tamil Nadu State Industrial Tribunal as I D No. 22/97 an 
award was passed ex-part against the 11 Party/Management. 
Later a petition to set aside that ex-parte order as I A No. 
20/2001 was filled. When the matter was taken up here, 
the counsel for the I party had made an endorsement as no 
objection for the petition to be allowed. Hence, that petition 
was allowed and the order passed ex-parte earlier in this 
case by the Tamil Nadu State Industrial Tribunal was set 
aside. Subsequently, when the matter was came up for 
enquiry for so many hearings, neither the 1 Party nor his 
counsel was present to prosecute this case. When the case 
was taken up finally for enquiry on 25-6*2001 then on 
17-7-2001 and finally on 31-7-2001, neither the I party 
nor his counsel was present and there was no representation 
on the side of the I Party/Claimant. The counsel for the 11 
Party alone was present and hence, his arguments was 
heard No one was examined on either side and no 
document has been marked on cither side. 

5. The Point for my consideration is — 

"Whether the action of the General Manager, 
Department of Telecommunications, 
Thanjavur in terminating the serv ices of Sri 
S. Selvaraj, casual labour vv.e.f. 21-11-92 is 
proper, legal and justified / If not, to what 
relief the workman is entitled?" 


3707 G1/2001—12 
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Point:— 

It is admitted that the Petitioner was working as 
a casual labourer m the Respondent Department of 
Telecommunications for some time. It is the contention 
of the Petitioner tn his Claim Statement that he had 
put in more than 24t> days in ' ye ar of service. But no 
(j.rl h iis Ac hcci) given m Claim otalement about 
his set . iec. I L ha,, not mentioned ill Claim Statement 
as 1o when tie was working under the Respondent 
continuously On the other hand, it is speciftcallv 
averred in tiic Counter Statement of the Respondent 
(hat the Petitioner was engaged." ■ .,v >1 ina7door from 
(>-3-1976 and lie deserted ‘■.'’in rr, ce without am 
intimation from February. ! '- : s and h ; had not turned 
up for 14 years 7 month It ?s afro averted ui the 
Counter Statement of the Respondent tha, the 
Petitioner had worked only lor <>‘t days from e-3-76 
lo Jail. 1978 and lie was not working continuously 
These particulars given by Respondent in their 
Counter Statement about the services of Petitioner 
lias not been disputed or denied by the Petitioner by 
let in any acceptable oral or documcnmtary evidence. 
Further, the averment in the Counter Statement is 
that the Petitioner had not fulfilled the neccssatv 
conditions for gelling promotion ns Temporary Status 
Mazdoor and also the Petitioner has not chosen to let 
in any contra evidence It is nor the ease of Petitioner 
that he has fulfilled all the conditions referred to in 
the scheme for offering temporary status ma/.door 
So under such circumstances, it is seen that the 
averment in the Counter Statement that the Petitioner 
had worked only for 69 days prior lo 30-3-85 and 
hence the Petitioner is not eligible for permanent post 
and the work giv en to him was casual, seasonal and 
intermittent nature can be accepted as Correct because 
there is no contra allegation on the side of the 
Petitioner or any evidence has been let in by the 
Petitioner either oral or documentary lo disprove these 
contentions of the Respondent in their Counter 
Statement 

b. The Petitioner has filed a xerox copy of the 
Doctor Certificate along with other documents. From the 
perusal of Doctor Certificate, it is seen that the Peti¬ 
tioner was normal and he was fit to resume work from 
1-9-92 only and further it is stated in that certificate from 
1-4-77 to 1-11-77. from 17-2-78 lo 31-8-92, he was suf¬ 
fered from the decease of epilepsy and was in the inten¬ 
sive care for the treatment of the concerned Doctor. One 
document is in support of the contention of the Respon¬ 
dent in their Counter Statement that the Petitioner has 
deserted Horn work without any intimation from Feb 
1078 The allegation in the Petitioner’s Claim Statement 
that lie had put in more than 240 days m a year of sen ice 
"i the Respondent. Department of Telecommunications 


has not been proved by him. It ts admitted by the Peti¬ 
tioner himself in Ins Claim Statement that the Depart¬ 
ment of Telecommunications in its letter dated 21-10-92 
has directed not to consider the eases of condonation of 
break in service, when the break is more than one year 
and accordingly as per the directions of the Department 
of Telecommunications the Divisional Engineu had can¬ 
celled the oiigin.il ordci condoning the break in 
service. Therefore, the Petitioner has beam me ineligible 
to work as casual mazdoor. It is also the admission of the 
Petitioner in the Claim Statemenl-lhat the Respondent 
informed him that his services were terminated from 
21-11 -‘>2. It has been slated in Counlet Statement also. 
From all these things it is seen that the Petitioner was not 
eligible to work as casual ma/.door since he had a break 
in service for more than one year and he had not fulfilled 
the conditions required for granting temporary status. 11 
is stated in para 12 of Counter Statement that the Peti¬ 
tioner was not eligible for temporary status ma/.door as 
the break in service is more than one year and lie was 
terminated from service os per the departmental tides only 
So from the materials available in this ease, it is seen that 
Department of Telecommunications in its letter dated 
21-10-92 has directed not to consider the cases for con¬ 
donation of break in service, when the break is more than 
one year. In the ease of the Petitioner admittedly he had 
a break in service for more than one year. So he was not 
considered for conferment of Temporary Status Mazdoor. 
So under such circumstances, one month after the order 
passed by the Department of Telecommunications on 
21-10-92 the services of (he Petitioner as casual labour 
was terminated by the General Manager Department of 
Telecommunications. Th.'mjavurvv.c.f 21-11-92. So from 
Ibis it is seen that the said action of the Respondent/Man- 
agcmcnl is proper, legal and justified lienee, the con¬ 
cerned workman is not entitled for am relief as prayed 
for Thus, the point is answered accordingly. 

7 In the result, an Award is passed holding 
that the action of the General Manager. Department 
of Telecommuninations. Thaniavttt in terminating 
the services of Sri S. Sclvat.ij, Casual Labour w.c f. 
21-11-92 is proper, legal and justified lienee, the 
concerned workman is not cum led to any relief No 
Cost. 

(Diet'd* (1 to the Slcnogroplict. transit iKd mvi Uped by him, cor¬ 
rected and jtmnounccd bv me in the open court on tins day the I Kill 
fitplcmher. 2001 ) 

K. KAK'I HIKKYAN. Inkling Officer 

Witnesses Examined : 

On either side None 

DOCUMENTS MARKED : 


()n eilher side 


Nil 
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New Delhi, the 21st November. 2001 

S.O. 3403.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act. 1947 (14 of 1947). the Central 
Government herebv publishes the award of the Central 
Government fndustrail Tnbunal-cum-Ljbour Court Chennai 
as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between 
the einpkners in relation to the management oflnstilute of 
Forest Genetk s and li ee Bleeding Centre and their workman 
which was i evened by the Central Government on 
21 - 11-2001 

|No. I -4201 ?/ 7 ! /94-IR(Dl 1)| 
KULDIP RAI VERMA. Desk Officci 
ANNEXTRE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL Ct JM-LABOUR. COl JRT CHENNAI 

Monday, the 22nd October. 2001 

PRESENT: 

K. K ARTH1KEYAN, Presiding Officer 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 391/2001 

(Tamil Nadu State Industrial Tribunal I D. No. 47/95) 

(In the matter of the dispute foradjw’ _n!ion tino.- clause 
(d) of sub-section (!) and sub-section 2s A) of Section lo 
of the Industrial Dispute Act. i 947 (14 Of 1947). between 
the Workman Sri L. Ellaiya and the management ot 
Institute of Forest Genetics and Tree Breeding Centre, 

i' _-.>.»•> -t^r 

BETWEEN 

Sri L. Ellaiya : I Party/Workman 

AND 

The Director, II Party/Management, 

Institute of Forest Genetics and 
Tr.Breedings Centre. Coimbatore. 

APPEARANCE : 

Fur the workman M/s. M. Gnanasekar & 

G. Manjula. Advocates 


For the management : M/'s. M. Vchisamy, Advocate 

The Govt. of India. Ministry of Labour in exercise 
of powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-scction (1) and 
sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute Act. 
1947 (14 of 1947). have referred the concerned Induatnal 
Dispute for adjudication vide Order No. L-42012/71/94- 
1R(RU) dated 4-8-1995. 

This reference has been made earlier to the Tamil 
Nadu State Industrial Tribunal, where it was taken on 
file as I D. No. 47/95. When the matter was pending 
enquiry in that Tribunal, the Govt, of India. Ministry of 
Labour was pleased to order transfer of this case from 
that Tribunal to this Tribunal for adjudication. On receipt 
of records from (hat Tribunal, the case has been taken on 
file as I D. No 391/2001 and notices were sent to the 
counsel on record on either side. Informing them about 
the transfer of this case to this Tribunal, w ith a direction 
to appear before this Tribunal on 20-02-2001. On receipt 
of notice from this Tribunal, the counsel on cither side 
present with their respective parties and prosecuted this 
case further 

When the matter came up before me for final hearing 
on i 2-09-2001. upon perusing the Claim Statement, 
Counter Statement, the other material papers on record, 
upon perusing the oral evidence let in on the side of the I 
Party/Workman. upon perusing the written agruments 
filed by the learned counsel on this either side and this 
matte: h:n ini’ stood o\er till this date for consideration, 
this Tnln.a d has passed the follow ing :— 

AWARD 

The Indistnal Dispute referred to in the above order 
of rcfvciKeby the Central Govt, for adimii- Lion bv this 
Tribunal is as follows :— 

' Whether the action o( the management of Instituc of 
Forest Genetics and Tree Breeding Centre. Coimbatore, 
in denying the employment to Shu L. Ellaiya w.e.f. 01- 
12-88 ;s proper, legal and justified" It not. to what relief 
the workman is entitled?" 

2. The averments in the Claim Statement of 
the 1 Pam/Work man aie briefly as follows 

The T Party/Workman Sri L.Ellaiya (hereinafter 
refers to as Petitioner) has worked as casual daily 
labour in forest soil-eum-vegetation survey, lndo- 
Danish Project on seed procurement and tree 
improvement as w'ell as in the Institute of Forest 
Genetics and Tree Breeding Centre, from 
September. 1983 to November 1988 He was 
terminated from service orally on 
1-12-1988 without any valid reasons but some of 
his juniors are still working in the same institute. 
The lndtitutc of Forest Genetics and Tree Breeding 
Centre, was formed in the month of August 1988 
by transferring all tbc employ ees working in the 
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sub-centres of Ministry of Environmental and Forests, 
Govt, of India, New Delhi, namely Forest Siol cum 
Vegetation Survey, Forest research centre, Southern 
Forest rangers College, Disease Insect Survey, Indo- 
Danish Project on Seed procurement and Tree 
improvement located at Coimbatore, Eucalyptus 
Research Centre, Environmental Research Station, 
Ooty and Indo-Danish Project on Seed Procurement 
and Tree Improvement at Hyderabad All the said 8 
centres were merged were marged with Institute of 
Forest Genetics and Tree Breeding Centre, along with 
movable and immovable assets lab building and its 
accessories, field stations etc. Thus, the authorities 
of Institute of Forest Genetics and Tree Breedings 
Centre, has become the appropriate authority to 
maintain the service of the applicant. The workman 
Sri C. Sekaran and Sri. K. T. Moorthy who were in 
Environmental Research Station, Ooty were 
terminated by the Institute of Forest Genetics and 
Tree Breeding centre authorities and as per the 
direction of the Hon’ble Central Administrative 
Tribunal, they were reinstated in service. Mr. R. 
Soundararajan, casual worker Disease Insect Survey, 
Coimbatore was also reinstated and regularised 
according to the final order in O. A. No. 98/99 passed 
by the Central Administrative Tribunal. As per the 
orders of Central Administrative Tribunal in O.A, 
No. 454/86 and Review Application No. 8/91. the 
workman Sri M. Muthu. casual labour who was 
terminated from the services of Forest Research 
Centre and Sourthem Forest Rangaers College has 
been reinstated in service. That as per the orders of 
Central Administrative Tribunal, the workman Sri 
T. Dhanabal ofForest Research Centre and Southern 
Forest Rangers College has also been reinstated in 
service. After the termination of the Petitioner from 
service, more thah 60 workers have been posted in 
the Respondent Institute. The petitioner had put in a 
continuous service of one year in September 1984 
itself. The Respondent ought to have taken steps to 
regularise the service of the concerned workman 
against a Group D’ post in September, 1984 itself. 
Instead of regularising the Petitioner as a group ‘D’ 
employee, the Respondent verbally terminated the 
serv ice of the petitioner w.e.f. 30-11-1988. It is a 
violation of principles of natural justice and the 
pi cv i sions undci 'L or. 25F of the Indistrial Disputes 
Act. l‘>47 and it is a gross violation of Articles 14, 

1 t> and 21 of the Constitution. This Tribunal may be 
pica J to direct the Respondent/ Management of 
institute of Forest Genetics and Tree Breeding 
Centre, to reinstate the petitioner into service with 
all consequential benefits. 

3 The averments in the Counter Statement of the 

IT Party/ Management are briefly as follows :— 


The 1st Respondent Institute has been constituted 
as a Society under the Societies Registration Act 
with effect from 31-1-91, The Petitioner was not 
employed under the 1st Respondent at any point of 
time. Therefore.the present claim petition seeking 
reinstatement and consequential regularisation in 
the 1st Respondent! Institute is not maintainable. 
Further, the 1st Respondent is a Scientific and 
Research Oriented Institution and cannot be called 
an ‘industry’ as defined under the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947. Therefore, the claim petition 
is not maintainable. The Petitioner was employed 
as a casual daily labour in a particular project from 
September 1983 to November 1988. That particular 
project was not the control of the 1st Respondent 
and therefore, the 1st Respondent is not in a 
position to counter the said allegation. Even 
assuming that the petitioner has rendered any past 
service in the Indo-Danish Project, that will not 
give him a claim for regularisation under the 1st 
Respondent Institute. The allegation that he was 
terminated orally on 1-12-88 by the 1st Respondent 
is false. The 1st respondent was formed as an 
independent society w.e.f. 31-5-1991 and not from 
August 1988 as alleged. The petitioner has given 
details of some cases, where reinstatement followed 
by regularisation has been made in pursuant to the 
orders of Central Administrative Tribunal, Madras 
and the Petitioner cannot compare himself with 
those persons in those cases were ones relating to 
employees of other cadres, who were terminated 
and thereafter reinstated in pursuant to the orders 
of the Tribunal. Further, all those persons had 
rendered previous service and this fact was also 
admitted by the Respondent. However, in the 
present case, the petitioner has not rendered any 
service under the 1st Respondent. Therefore, he 
cannot compare himself with the earlier cases cited 
by him. He has also 4 Produced any other 
document or record to show' that he was 
continuously employed from September 1984. even 
the 1st Respondent docs not have any document or 
record to substantiate the said allegation. Therefore, 
the claim of the petitioner has to fail. Hence, the 
Hon’ble Tribunal may be pleased to dismiss the 
claim petition. 

4. When the matter was taken up for enquiry, the 
petitioner alone was examined as witness on his side as 
WW1, On the management side, no one has been 
examined as a witness. On either side, on document has 
been filed as exhibit. The learned counsel on either side 
have filed their respective written arguments. 

5. The Point for my consideration is— 

“Whether the action of the managment of Insitute of 

Forest Genetics and Tree Breedings Centre. 
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Coimbatore, in denying the emloyment to Shri 
L Ellaiyaw.e.f. 01-12-88 is proper, legal and justified? 
If not to what relief the workman is entitled?" 

Point:— 

The Petitioner has stated in his claim petition that 
he was working as casual labour in Forest Soil cum 
Vegetation Survey, Indo-Danish Project and Seed 
Improvement and Tree lmporvcmcnt from 
September, 1983 to November, 1988 and he was 
terminated from service orally on 1-12-1988 But it 
is disputed by the 1st Respondent that the Petitioner 
has never been in service in that institute i.e. 
Institute of Forest Genetics and Tree Breedings 
Centre. It is also contended by the Respondent that 
the said project was not under the control of the 1st 
Respondent, Director, Institute of Forest Genetics 
and Tree Breeding Centre, Coimbatore. WW1, the 
Petitioner herein has deposed that he joined as a 
casual labour in Forest Soil cum Vegetation Survey 
at Coimbatore on 17-08-1983 and he worked in that 
department upto April, 1998 and subsquently he 
worked in the Indo-Danish Project for a period of 
four months till August, 1988. Then he worked in 
INGT institute at Coimbatore till December, 1988. 
In the end of November, 1988 and ffomOl-12-1988, 
has was non-employed. It is his further evidence 
that all the employees of eight-sub-ccntrcs of 
Ministry of Environmental and Forests were merged 
with the Institute of Forest Genetics and Tree 
Breedings centre, and all the workmen are working 
in the Institute of Forest Genetics and Tree 
Breedings Centre, and he was not given any written 
notice for terminating him from service and no 
compensation was also given to him, when orally 
terminated from service. On cross-examination, it 
is the ev idence of WW1 that he was working as a 
Watchman in that department on daily wage basis 
and he has not filed any document in support of the 
same. It is his further admission in the cross 
examination that he has not filed any certificate 
showing dial he ever worked in the Institute of Forest 
Genetics and Tree Breedings Centre, and that he 
was not given any appointment order in Institute of 
Forest Genetics and Tree Breedings centre. It is also 
his admission that he was working as a casual 
labourer and was doing his work on daily wage basis 
and he was not employed as a permanent labourer. 
Even for that he has not filed any documents in 
Court. It is also his admission that he has not 
produced any document to show that the workman, 
who joins as casual labourer subsequent to him in 
those departments have been given cmployement. 
From this, it is seen that the allegation of the 
Petitioner that he ever worked in the Institute of 
forest Genetics and Tree Breedings Centre, as a 
casual labour has not been proved. The Petitioner 


has also not filed any documents to show that he 
ever worked as a casual labour in Forest Soil cum 
\fegetation Survey at Coimbatore and then Indo- 
Danish Project and INGT institute, Coimbatore. 
Document has been filed by the Petitioner to show 
that the Institute of Forest Genetics and Tree 
Breedings Centre, was formed in the month of 
August, 1988 and by that time all the employees 
working in various eight centres of Min- istry of 
Environmental and Forests, Govt, of India, New 
Delhi were transferred to the Institute of Forest 
Genetics and Tree Breedings Centre. It is the define 
contention of the Respondent that Institute of Forest 
Genetics and Tree Breedings Centre, was formed 
as an independence Society with effect from 31-5- 
199] and not from August, 1988. To substantiate 
the claim of the Petitioner, he has not filed any 
document or record to show that he ever rendered 
any service under Institute of Forest Genetics and 
Tree Breedings Centre, Coimbatore. The Petitioner 
has filed a letter from the Institute of Forest Genetics 
and Tree Breedings Centre, as Annexure No. 4 and 
another copy of the list of casual labourers of that 
institute. In both these documents his name has not 
been mentioned as casual labour along with the 
names of the other persons. Thus, it is clearly seen 
that the Petitioner was in no way concerned with 
the Respondent Institute of Forest Genetics and Tree 
Breedings Centre, Coimbatore. The letter Written 
by the Secretary of the Union by itself cannot prove 
that the petitioner was employed in the Institute of 
Forest Genetics and Tree Breedings Centre. 
Coimbatore. The cases referred to by the Petitioner 
both in his Claim Statement and in his evidence are 
relating to employees of Respondent Institute who 
were terminated and thereafter reinstated pursuant 
to the orders of the Central Administrative Tribunal. 
However, those persons had rendered previous service 
in the Respondent Institute itself. The Petitioner 
cannot compare himself with those persons to ask 
for reinstatement in service of the Respondent/ 
Institute of Forest Genetics and Tree Breedings 
Centre, Coimbatore, as contended by the Respondent 
in their Counter Statement as well as by the learned 
counsel in the written arguments. Hence, the claim 
of the workman is frivolous and it has to be dismissed. 
Thus, the point is answered accordingly. 

6. In the result, an Award is passed holding that 
the action of the Management of Institute of Forest 
Genetics and Tree Breedings Centre. Coimbatore, in 
denying employment to Shri L. Elaiya is proper legal 
and justified. Hence, the concerned workman is not 
entitled for any relief. No Cost. 

(Dictated to the Stenographer, transcribed and typed by 
him, corrected and pronounced by me in the open court 
on this day the 22nd October, 2001.) 

K. KARTHIKEYAN. Presiding Officer 
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Witnesses Examined : 

for the PartyAVorkman : WW1 Sri L. Ellaiya 

For the II Party/Management: None 

DOCUMENTS MARKED : 

On mthcr side : Nil 

21 WRT, 2001 
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New Dcllu. the 21st November. 2001 

S.O. 3404.- In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act. 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Industrial 
Tribunal-eum-l abour Court Visnkhapalnam as shown 
in the Annexure in the In.l.isOi *! Dispute between the 
employers in relation to m >* mayi meat of D/o Telecom 
and their workman which was ice>. .. • • the Central 
Government on 21 -11 -2001 

t:... 1. f u>75/14/2001 -IR(DU)| 
Kin DIP K A1 VERMA, Desk Officer 
ANNFM T<E 

IN THE COURT OF 1NDUSTRI ‘! TRIBUNAL-CUM- 
LABODR- COl:KT V!S A k r ! -3PATN AM 

PRESENT: 

Sri K. Veerapu Naidu. B Sc.. SO. Cb.m mm. s; 
Presiding Officer 

Dated. 11th October. 20(-> 

I. T 1 D.No (<") Is/99 

BETWEEN 

M Venkata Ramana, 

S/o. Apparao. 

C/o. Apparao. 

D. No. 10-3-11. Cliinarajupcta. 

Odduv eedhi. 

Anakapalh. Yisakhapatnam Disi. . . Workman 

AND 

(1) The Chief General Manager. 

Telecom. A. P., Hyderabad. 

(2) The Assistant Engineer, 

Telephone & Telegraphic Department, 


(Co-Axcial cable Project), 

Sriramanagar. Rajahmundry-105 . Management 

This petition coming on for Huai hearing before 
me in the presence of Sri P. Rama Rao. advocate foi 
workman and Sri M. Ramakoti, advocate for management. 
Upon hearing the arguments ofboih sides and on perusing 
the entire material on record, the court passed the 
following : 

AWARD 

(1) This is an application filed under Sec. 2A(.2) 
of the Industrial disputes Act, 1947 for reconsideration of 
the decision of the employers terminating the services of 
the petitioner and to restore the benefits to the workman 
with retrospective effect. 

(2) The case of the petitioner is that he worked as 
casual mazdoor under the control of the second 
respondent. The 1st respondent is the higher authority to 
the 2nd respondent. The petitioner worked at 
Rajahmundry since 1994 and worked for more than 258 
days. He worked upto 16-2-85 at various places at 
Rajahmundry. Sukakulatn. Turn and Anakapalh and his 
services were terminated unlawfully bv the management. 
Thereafter the potitioner approached the management 
several times for absorption, but the management dragging 
the matter for years together and finally on 18-6-99 he 
issued a registered notice on the workman asking them to 
reconsider its decision of termination from service and to 
restore him into service. But no reply was given by the 
management. The workman used 1o draw a sum of Rs. 
270/- per month towards his salary at the time of his 
termination. 

(3) On the other hand, it is the case of Ihe 
management that the service certificate produced bv the 
workman is forged. The workman never worked as casual 
'.ii o.if under control of the 2nd respondent. It is false to 
allege that he worked for 258 days The applicant never 
worked at Rajahmundry He applicant was no! engaged 
by the second respondent at am time and hence the 
question of termini ion does not aiisc. Since there is no 
record relating to the applicant in the office no reply is 
given to the registered notice. The applicant nev er v orked 
even as a casual in the respondent and the application is 
bad for mis-joinder of the 1st respondent and he has 
nothing to do with the engagement of any casual Inborn 
much less the applicant. This is a false i Dim made bv the 
applicant misleading the court and flic same a. u> be 
rejected and the petition is liable to iv i a ;,d 

(4) On behalf of the workman. WWi and ’ate 
examined and got marked Exs W! to W 1. On behalf of 
die mamiLvir.cm \i\Vl is examined and h\ Ml work 
ciders file containing 181 pages are marked 

(5) Heard both sides. 

(6) The point that arises for consideration in the 
case is : 
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(1) Whctlu'r ihe pUitionu worked as casual labour 
lor aboul 258 days in lire respondents ? 

(?) Win (her llic uiminniinn 1 1 the services of the 
workman on ,' v ' is illegal and whether the 
sa \ ices ol'tlic petitioner nretobc restored? 

17) Points II & 2 .- -The case of the woikniuti is 
that he worked as casual 1 u/.door when coaxial cable 
lines were being laid in June, 1984 imdcr the leleiom 
depnrtmciil at Rajulimundry and he continued as such at 
carious places foi more than 25S days. In support of the 
case he Tiled service certificate Fix. W1 issued by otic Sri 
P Sunder Rao w r ho is later examined as MW1 on 
commission and who worked as Assistant Engineer in 
Coaxial cable project Rajahmundrv lroni July, 1985 to 
September. 1987. Besides E.x. VV1 the workman is also 
examined as WW1 and deposed that he joined in service 
on 9-6-1984 and lus services were terminated in the year 
1985. He w as not giv en any notice before lie is retrenched. 
Ofeourse, he issued a lawyer’s notice and the office copy 
of which is lx. W2 and W.4 is the postal acknowledgement 
and no reply was given It is suggested to this witness 
that this Ex W1 is fabricated document and brought into 
existence for the purpose of this ease and it is a forged 
one and that Sunder Rao did not issue the same. The 
workman also examined WW2. who used to maintain in 
lea stall near 4 roads junction and he witnessed the 
petitioner 111 laying the telephone wives. In the cross- 
examination he admitted that he do not know under whom 
and in w hose office the petitioner used to work. 

(8) So the ease of the management is that the 
petitioner never worked as casual labour nor the certificate 
was issued by P. Sunder rao the then Assistant Engineer and 
that Ex W1 is a forged one Ex. W1 did not bear any date. 

(9) P Sunder Rao who is said to have issued this 
Ex. Wl is examined as MW1. he deposed that the 
applicant had never worked under him as casual labour, 
the claim of the applicant that he worked under him from 
Ki-6-84 to 16-2-85 is not correct and Ex. Wl certificate 
is not issued be him and the certificate is a forged one. 
During 1991-9? lie worked at Hyderabad as Divisional 
Engineer in Disti let Telecom Manager Office He denied 
a suggestion put to him that he issued Ex. Wl certificate 
to the petitioner He also deposed that Ex Ml is the work 
orders issued by him and it contains the work order 
particulars and signatures, statements of ma/doors. Ex. 
M 1 work order filed containing about 18l pages do not 
show that this workman worked as casual un/.door. 

(ID) The learned counsel appearing for the 
workman contends that the court has got power to compare 
the signatures on Ex. Wl with that of the admitted 
signatures of P Sunder Rao on lus deposition He came (o 
the conclusion that this certificate Ex. W) was issued by 
P. Sunder Rao So far as the pow er of the court to compare 
the signatures is not in dispute. But. on comparison of 


the signatures, as submitted by the workman's emu sc. I 
see no similarities in the signatures ol'P Sundei Rao on 
Ex. W! and his deposition Therefore rndci tin 
circumstances much credence cannot be given to this I 
Wi 

(11) further the case of the workman is that his 
services arc terminated on 16-2-85 and he kept quite till 
uc ol'iaincd the certificate Ex. Wl and after he got Ex. 
Wl certificate he issued lawyer’s notice dated 29-6-88 
i e. for about 9 years, he kept quite. His case that he 
approached the management several times but he did not 
depose that fact even as WWT Therefore, there is no 
acceptable evidence on the part of the w orkman to show 
that he worked as casual mazdoor under the second 
respondent. Hence 1 answer the point No. 1 in favour of 
the management and against the petitioner. 

(12) In view of my findings on poinl No. 1. the 
question of restoration of the petitioner docs not arise. No 
doubt, both the parties have urged that telecom department 
is not an industry. Now it is a settled law that the telecom 
department is an industry’ under See 2(j) of the l.D. Act 
as it is engaged in commercial activity and is not 
discharging any sovereign functions of the State as laid 
down by the Apex Court in a decision reported between 
General Manager. Telecom Vs. S. Srinivasa Rao and 
Olivers AIR 1998 SC 656. Therefore, much labour or 
exercise is not needed in deciding the said point. 

(14) Further the learned counsel appearing for the 
workman contends that the workman was retrenched 
without any notice as contemplated under Sec 25F of the 
l.D. Act. This contention has no force because the 
applicant in this ease failed to establish that lie is a 
workman under the respondent. Therefore. Ike application 
under See. 25F of the l.D. /vet docs not arise. 

(14) In view of my aforesaid discussion on points 
1 and 2 1 answer both the points in favour of the 
management and against the petitioner 

(15) In the result, the petiiion is dismissed and 
nil award is passed. However, there is no ordci as costs 
and each party is directed to bear the own costs. 

(Dictated to steno transcribed by her given under my hand 
and seal of the court this the lllh day of October, 2001,) 

K. VEERAFU NAIDU. Presiding Officer 
Appendix of evidence : 

Witnesses Examined : 

For Workman : For management: 

WW1 VI Vuikat.i Ramann MW 1 • R Sunder Rao 
WW? F. Rama Rao 

Documents Marked : 

For Workman : 

Ex. Wl Sci vice certificate of the workman. 
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Ex. W2 : 29-6-99 : Registered Lawyer’s notice 
issued to the management by the workman’s advocate. 

Ex. W3 : Postal acknowledgement and reacts. 

For management; 

Ex. Ml : Work orders file containing 181 pages. 
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3>*1K, 

New Delhi, the 20th November, 2001 

S.O. 3405. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court 
Chennai as shown in the Anncxure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Southern Railway, Chennai and their 
workman which was received by the Central Government 
on 19-11-2001. 

[No. L-41012/27 l/95-IR(B. I.)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, CHENNAI 

Friday, the 12th October, 2001 
PRESENT: 

K. KARTHIKEYAN, Presiding Officer 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO. 424/2001 
(Tamil Nadu State Industrial Tribunal I D. NO. 21/97) 
(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause 
(d) of Sub-section (1) and Sub-section (2A) of Section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between 
the Workman Sri K. S. Suryanarayana and the 
Management of General Manager, Southern Railway, 
Chennai.) 

BETWEEN 

Sri K. S. Suryanarayana : I Party/Workman 
AND 

The General Manager, : II Party/Management 
Southern Railway, Chennai 


Appearance; 

For the Workman : Mr. S. Bakthavatsalu, 

Authorised Representative 

For the Management . Sri M. T. Arunan, 

Advocate 

The Govt, of India, Ministry of Labour in exercise 
of powers conferred by clause (d) of Sub-scction (1) and 
Sub-section (2 A) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute Act, 
1947 (14 of 1947), have referred the concerned Industrial 
Dispute for adjudication vide Order No.L-41012/271/95- 
IR(B-I) dated 05.03.1997. 

This reference has been made earlier to the Tamil 
Nadu State Industrial Tribunal, where it was taken on 
file as I D. No. 21/97. When the matter was pending 
enquiry in that Tribunal, the Govt, of India, Ministry of 
Labour was pleased to order transfer of this case from 
that Tribunal to this Tribunal for adjudication On receipt 
of records from that Tribunal, the case has been taken on 
file as I D. No, 424/2001 and notices were sent to the 
authorised representative for the I Party/workman and 
the counsel for the II Party/Management on record, 
informing them about the transfer of this case to this 
Tribunal, with a direction to appear before this Tribunal 
on 26.02.2001. On receipt of notice from this Tribunal, 
the authorised representative for the I Party/workman and 
the counsel for the II Parly/Management present with 
their respective parties and prosecuted this case further 

When the matter came up before me for final 
hearing on 12,09.2001, upon perusing the Claim 
Statement, Counter Statement, the other material papers 
on record, the oral and documentary evidence let in on 
either side, upon hearing the arguments advanced by the 
learned authorised representative for the I Party/Workman 
and the learned counsel for the II Party/Management and 
this matter having stood over till this date for 
consideration, this Tribunal has passed the following: - 

AWARD 

The Industrial Dispute referred to in the above order 
of reference by the Central Govt, for adjudicating by this 
Tribunal is as follows:— 

“Whether the action of retiring the disputant 
workman, Shri K.S.Suryanarayana, Group ‘D’ on 
superannuation at the age of 58 years by the General 
Manager, Southern Railway, Madras is justified? If not, 
to what relief is the workman entitled?” 

2. The averments in the Claim Statement of the I 
Party/Workman are briefly as follows:- 

The I Party/Workman Sri K.S.Suryanarayana 
(herein after refers to as Petitioner) was recruited in 
Southern Railway as Lascar and absorbed in a permanent 
vacancy in the Grain-shop department on Rs.35/- P. 
Murugesan with effect from 15-5-46 and confirmed. On 
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completion of eight years of continuous service, he was 
medical de-categorised from BB1 to CC1 group on 
14-11-1954 and the Petitioner was reverted from Rs.40 
to Rs.35 on lesser rate of pay and posted as peon without 
protecting the emoluments nor protected with an 
alternative post in the same emoluments. Thus, the II 
Party/Management/Southern Railway has violated the 
Rule No. 2614 of Railway Establishment Manual. No 
enquiry was conducted or show cause notice was issued 
prior to the reversion, which is against the principles of 
natural justice. As per the award of Class IV promotion 
committee, the concerned workman was not granted the 
higher wages on completion of three years continuous 
service against the enhanced quota percentage of 33-1/3 
of post reserved in higher grades, under Statutory Rule 
No. 189/IV of Railway Establishment Manual Vol.l. 
When the Second Pay Commission awarded the scale of 
Rs.80-220 for senior post of Peon with effect from 
1-7-59 and the total service of 13 years from 1946 to 
1959 was not taken into consideration for fixation of pay 
in revised scale of Rs. 115 on point to point formula 
prescribed by the Second Pay Commission, When the 
3rd Pay Commission awarded Rs.260-400 for Senior 
Record Sorters according the channel of promotion, the 
junior most peon Mr. P. Rajagopal, who came on transfer 
on bottom seniority and ranking 106 in the seniority list 
was given accelerated promotion from 1-1-73 ignoring 
the Petitioner who is the senior in higher rank of 78 in 
seniority list. The Petitioner was not granted the stepping 
up of pay equivalent to that of his junior Sri P. Rajagopal 
under Rule 2017/R and 2018/R of Railways 
Establishment Code Vol.II. The Petitioner is a group D 
railway servant and his date of birth is 1-4-1925 and 
appointed to Railway Service on 15-4-46 prior to 1st 
December, 1962. He is entitled to serve up the age of 60 
years under Rule 1801 (FR 56/B) of Railways 
Establishment Code Vol.II and the Petitioner was 
prematurely retired on 31-3-83 erroneously against the 
Statutory law on lesser terminal benefits. No notice was 
issued under sections 25N and 33(2)(B) of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 nor permission taken from the 
competent authority prior to removal. The matter was 
raised before the Central Conciliation Officer at Madras 
on 6-7-94 and the Respondent failed to give any reply 
nor contradicted to the relief prayed for by the Petitioner. 
The action of the General Manager to deny the benefits 
and to retire the Petitioner prematurely from 31-3-83 is 
wholly unjustified and illegal and the Petitioner is entitled 
to get the consequential benefits mentioned above under 
sections 2A and 2K of the Industrial Disputes Act and 
eligible for the difference of higher terminal benefits of 
pension, gratuity, leave salary, taking the total service 
from 15-4-46 to 13-3-1985 into consideration. Hence, it 
is prayed that the Tribunal may be pleased to set aside 
the orders of premature retirement and to extend all the 
benefits under the awards of Central Pay Commission 


and higher terminal benefits as claimed to a total sum of 
Rs.1,75,847. 

3. The averments in the Counter Statement of the 
II Party/Management are briefly as follows: - 

The II Party/Respondent/Management, Southern 
Railway (hereinafter refers to as Respondent) submits that 
the Petitioner Sri K.S. Suryanarayana raised similar 
claims before the Central Govt, Labour Court, Chennai 
vide CCP No. 66 of 1989 which was dismissed by the 
Hon’ble Labour Court. He had also raised the issue twice 
before the Regional Labour Commissioner, who had 
recorded a failure of conciliation report. Therefore, the 
Respondent submits that the petition is barred by the 
principles of res judicata and the Hon’ble Tribunal to 
dismiss the same solely on this ground alone. Moreover, 
the Petitioner was retired from service as per extant rules 
due to superannuation on reaching the age of 58 years 
on 31-3-83 he had raised the industrial dispute and after 
a lapse of more than a decade which is obviously a belated 
claim. Hence, the petition is liable to dismissed on the 
ground of limitation. Hence, this Hon'ble Tribunal may 
be pleased to dismiss the petition as devoid of merit. 

4 When the matter was taken up for enquiry, the 
authorised representative for the 1 Party/Petilioner and 
the counsel for the II Party/Management had consented 
for marking the documents on either side as Ex.Wl and 
Ml to M4. Neither party to the dispute has chosen to let 
in any oral evidence. The arguments advanced by the 
learned authorised representative for the I Party and the 
learned counsel for the II Party were heard. 

4. The Point for my consideration is - 

"Whether'the action of retiring the disputant 

workman, Shri K.S. Suryanarayana. Group ‘D’ on 

superannuation at the age of 58 years by the General 

Manager, Southern Railway, Madras is justified? 

If not, to what relief is the workman entitled?” 

Point:— 

The Petitioner Sri K.S. Suryanarayana joined the 
Railways as Group ‘D’ on 15-4-46 At that time, the 
Respondent Railways was functioning as a company. In 
1951 Southern Railway was formed. It is the admission 
of the Petitioner himself as WW1 that time he was given 
Rs.35 per mensum as his remuneration and subsequently 
after 8 years of service he was sent for medical 
examination. In the medical test, he was found fit for 
CC1 group. So he was not given promotion to the post of 
Kalasi of BB1 group from the post of Lascar, he was 
holding which was categorised as CC 1 group. That was 
on 14.11.1954 So he was sent back to Grand-shop 
department to work in the same post of Lascar and his 
pay also was reduced from Rs. 40 to Rs.33. It is admitted 
that the Petitioner has already filed C.C.P. No. 96/86 
before the Central Labour Court, Chennai. Ex.Ml is the 
xerox copy of the order passed in that case 
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dated 28-3-1990. It is seen from the Ex.Ml that the 
Petitioner has raised a plea in that case that he was not 
given stagnation increment he was entitled on 1-3-1976 
itself and from 1-3-76 to 31-3-83, the date on which he 
retired from service, he is entitled to get Rs, 3,000 towards 
stagnation increment, He is entitled to get higher 
retirement benefits of Rs.1200 from 1-4-1993, as the 
Petitioner was retired from service on 31-3-1983. As per 
the contention of the Respondent, the Petitioner was given 
a promotion on 9-3-1983 itself and was given monthly 
salary of Rs.250 and his basic pay was under the grade of 
Rs. 200toRs. 250.He retired from service on31-3-1983. 
It was contended by the Respondent that when the 
Petitioner was retired from sendee on 31-3-1983, there 
was no question of stagnation increment for the 
Petitioner. It is also seen from that order that the order 
was passed by the Respondent/Management to give effect 
for the stagnation increment only from 7/83, It is found 
by the Court, as per that order, that since the Petitioner 
had retired from service on 31-3-83 itself, he is not 
entitled to get stagnation increment as claimed. Thus, 
the petition was dismissed by the Central Govt. Labour 
Court, Madras . In that petition, the Petitioner has not 
raised the plea that his pay was not properly fixed as per 
the 2nd and 3rd Pay Commission and he was entitled to 
retire from service at his age of 60 years on 
superannuation. Subsequently, the Petitioner has filed a 
case as CCP No.69/89 before the Central Govt. Labour 
Court. Chennai and it was ordered on 18-05-1994. The 
xerox copy of the same is Ex.M2. In that case, the 
contention of the Petitioner is that his pay was not 
properly fixed as per the 2nd Pay Commission and 3rd 
Pay Commission In that case also, he has not claimed 
thafhe is entitled to retire from service at the age of 60 
years on superannuation. It is seen from the order Ex.M2, 
that the Court was pleased to hold that the Petitioner is 
not entitled for the benefits claimed as he has retired from 
service on 31 -3-83 itself. The order for giving stagnation 
increment to eligible persons came into force only on 
1-7-1983. Ex.M2 is the xerox copy of the order passed 
by the Central Govt. Labour Court, Chennai in 
C.C.P.No.69/89 on 18-5-1994. In that order itself, the 
Hon’ble Central Govt Labour Court, Chennai had held 
that the Peittioner not entitled for the relief claimed there 
in the petition. In the petition filed by the Petitioner under 
section 33C (2) of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, claiming 
computation of certain monetary benefits due to him from 
the Respondent also, it is not his plea that he has 
prematurely retired at the age of 58 years and he was 
entitled to retire from service at the age of 60, He has 
stated in that petition that the fixation of pay as per 2nd 
and '3rd Pay Commission on the post he was holding at 
that relevant time was not proper and he is entitled to be 
fixed at much higher level. The contention was not 
accepted by the Court and the relief prayed for by the 
Petitioner in that petition was not granted and the petition 


was dismissed. So, this aspect of fixation of pay has 
already been considered by a competent Court under 
Ex,M2. As it is contended by the Respondent/ 
Management, it operates as res judicata for this case also. 
It cannot be denied. 

5. The next contention of the Petitioner that he was 
retired from service as per the extant rules before he 
attains the age of 60 years. The action of the Management 
in retiring the Petitioner from service on superannuation 
at his age of 58 years is unjustified. Admittedly, he has 
not raised this plea in his previous cases filed before the 
Labour Court as well as before the Central Administrative 
Tribunal. In the year 1995, when he raised a dispute before 
the Regional Labour Commissioner (C) Chennai, as it is 
seen from Ex.M3, xerox copy of the failure report of 
Regional Labour Commission, Chennai, he has raised 
this dispute. At that time itself, the Respondent/ 
Management has contended before the Regional Labour 
Commissioner (Central), Chennai that it is a highly 
belated plea raised after a decade and the Petitioner has 
not filed any substantive evidence before the Regional 
Labour Commissioner, Chennai itself to show his actual 
date of birth and to prove that he attains his age of 60 
years only two years later than the date on which he has 
been retired from service by the Respondent/Management, 
Here, in this case also he has not stated about his date of 
birth and his actual date on which he attains the age of 
60 years of age. It is not disputed that the Petitioner has 
made this plea only after a lapse of a decade period and 
it is a stale claim. Admittedly, the past records are not 
available with the Respondent/Management due to 
destruction after the prescribed time to verify whether 
the claim made by the Petitioner about his date of 
superannuation is correct or incorrect. Under such 
circumstances, as it is contended by the Respondent 
counsel that the relief claimed by the Petitioner in respect 
of his age of superannuation cannot be decided now. So, 
the action of the Management in retiring the Petitioner 
from service on 31-3-1983 cannot be considered as a 
premature retirement of the Petitioner from service. Under 
such circumstances, it cannot be held that the action of 
the management of Southern Railway in retiring the 
Petitioner from service on 31-3-1983 is unjustified. Thus, 
the point is answered accordingly. 

6. In the result, an Award is passed holding that 
the action of the General Manager, Southern Railway, 
Madras in retiring the petitioner/workman Sri K.S. 
Suryanarayana Group ‘D’ from service at his age of 58 
years is justified, Hence, the concerned workman is not 
entitled for any relief. No Cost. 

(Dictated to the Stenographer, transcribed and typed 
by him, corrected and pronounced by me in the open court 
on this day the 12th October. 2001.) 

K. KARTHIKEYAN. Pesiding Officer 
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Witnes*e» Examined: 

For the I Party/Workman : WW1 Sri K. Surynnarayana 

For the II Party/Management :MW1 Shri H. Prithiviraj 
Documents Marked 

For the I Party/Workman 

Ex. No. Date Description 

WI 31.12.83 Xerox copy of the office order No. 311/83 of 

Assistant Personnel Manager. 


For the II Party/Management 

Ex.No. Date Description 

Ml 28.03.90 Xerox copy of the order of CGIT 
Cum Labour Court Chennai in 
CCP No.96/86 


M2 18.05.94 Xerox copy of the order of CGIT 
Cum Labour Court,Chennai in 
CCP NO.69/89, 


M3 05.12.95 Xerox copy of the Conciliation 
failure report sent By the 
Regional Labour Commissioner 
(C) Chennai. 

M4 18.06.87 Xerox copy of the order of Central 
Administrative Tribunal, Chennai 
In Transfer Application No.342/ 
86 . 
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New Delhi, the 20th November, 2001 

S.O. 3406.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal Jabalpur as shown in 
the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management Malajkhand 
Copper Project and their workman, which was received 
by the Central Government on 19-11-2001. 


[No. L-43011/9/85-D. 3 (B)] 
B. M, DAVID, Under Secy. 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

Case No. CGIT/LC/R/82/89 

PRESIDING OFFICER: SHRI K. M. RAI 

Sri Ishwar Dayal 

Shri Durga Prasad Bhisen 

Sirdu Singh 

Gyan Singh 

Pachloo Singh 

Nehru Lai 

through Copper Mines Workers Union (INTUC) 

PO Malajkhand, 

Distt, Balaghat (MP) Applicant 

versus 

The General Manager, 

Malajkhand Copper Project, 

Hindustan Copper Ltd., 

Malajkhand Copper ProjccL 
PO. Malajkhand 

Distt, Balaghat Non-applicant 

AWARD 

Passed on this 5th day of November-2001 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour 
vide order No, L-430Il/9/85-D.III(B) dated 7-4-89 has 
reffered the following disputs for adjudication by this 
tribunals: 

“Whether the action of the management of 
Malajkhand Copper Project of WEL PO 
Malajkhand Distt. Balaghat in dismissing the 
services of Shri Ishwardayal, Durga Prasad 
Bhiscm, Sirdu Singh, Gyan Singh, Pachloo Singh 
and Nchrulal Mazdoors w.e.f July 87 is justified. 
If not, what relief arc the concerned workmen 
entitled to?” 

2. The case for the Union is that during the 
year 1975-1980 Hindustan Copper Limited (Malajkhand 
copper project) acquired the agricultural lands of his 
agriculturists for mining operations. The Bhoomi 
Swamy of the acquired lands were paid compensation 
by the management. At the time of acquiring the 
agricultural lands, the aagreement was arrived between 
the land owners and the Hindustan Copper Project that 
the employment will be provided to the dependents 
(family members) of the land owners whose lands were 
acquired for mineral exploration. 

In the agreement, there was no such stipulation that 
only real sons of the land owners will be provided 
employment. The employment was to be given to the 
dependents of the land owners. 
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3. It has been further alleged by the Union that 
the Hindustan Copper Limited (Malajkhand Copper 
Project) acquired the agricultural lands of Shri Anantram, 
Dayaram, Bhuddu Ginge Singh, Charan Singh and Pouni. 
the workmen Ishwar Dayal, Durga Prasad, Sirdu singh, 
Gyan Singh, Pachloo Singh and Nehrulal are the depends 
of Anantram, Dayaram, Bhuddu, Ginge Singh, Charan 
Singh and Pouni respectively. As per agreement, the 
owners offered their dependents for giving employment 
by the Malajkhand Copper Project, As per terms and 
conditions of the agreement, the management employed 
Shri Ishwardayal, Durga Prasad, Sirdu Singh, Gyan 
Singh, Pachloo Singh and Nehrulal w.e.f. 18-9-79, 12- 
11-79, 29-3-82, 22-12-79, 7-1-79 and 25-1-78 
respectively. The workman were given employment after 
verification of their records by the management. The 
management was fully aware of the fact that the workmen 
were the dependents of the landowners and not their real 
sons. 

4. It has been further alleged by the Union that 
the management served the workman with chargesheet 
alleging that they had committed misconduct by giving 
false information in respect to the name of their father. 
They submitted reply to the chgargeshcet which was not 
found to be satisfactory by the management. The 
management conducted DE against the workmen for 
committing the alleged misconduct during to course of 
enquiry, ample opportunity was not given to him by the 
Enquiry Officer to estahMsh hieir defence. The Enquiry 
Officer conducted the enquiry in a biased manner. They 
were not allowed to adduce defence witnesses to 
substantiate their claim before the Enquiry Officer. The 
entire enquiry was conducted in violation of rules and 
principles of natural justice. The Enquiry Officer wrongly 
held the charges proved against the workman. The 
Disciplinary authority' illegally accepted the report of 
Enquiry Officer and passed the order of dismissel against 
them. The management therefore reinstated the workmen 
and they were given fresh appointments to the post of 
mazdoor on 18-9-85. Giving fresh appointment to the 
workmen goes to show that the management had waived 
the punishment imposed on the workmen. The workmen 
continuously worked till 15th July, 1987. They were not 
given any retrenchment compensation according to the 
provisions of Sec 25 F of the I D.Act, 1947 Before 
terminating the services w.e.f. 15-7-87, no departmental 
enquiry was conducted against them. The order of 
termination passed by the management is illegal and 
deserves to be queshed, The workmen arc entitled to 
reinstatement with back wages, 

5. The case for the management is that the 
Malajkhand Copper Project of Hindustan Copper Limited 
has acquired some agricultural lands from various land 
owners for mining operations form year 1973 onwards. 
The compensation was paid to the land owners as per 


mutual agreement. At the time of acquisition of land 
agreement was made between the management and the 
land owners that the management shall give employment 
to one direct dependent of the displaced family. The 
workman in this case secured employment from the 
management by proesenting themselves as dependents 
of the displaced persons whose land was acquired. It 
was not in the knowledge of the management that the 
workmen were not the real dependents of the displaced 
persons After some time, the sons of the displaced persons 
made complaint against the workmen for securing 
employmnent by giving false declaration in respect to 
their being dependents of the displaced perosn whose 
lands were acquired. The vigilcnce enquiry was 
conducted by the management and it was found that the 
workmen had given false information in respect to their 
being dependent of the displaced persons. After this 
enquiry, the chargesheet was served on the workmen and 
their reply was obtained. 

6, The management further alleged that the reply 
of the workmen were not found to be satisfactory and 
therefore the DE was conducted against them. They were 
given ample opportunity to defend their case before the 
Enquiry Officer. They fully participated in the enquiry 
proceedings. The Enquiry Officer had given opportunity 
to the workmen to adduce the evidence in support of their 
defence. After cerefully examining the facts and 
circumstances of the record, the Enquiry Officer rightly 
held the charges proved against the workmen. The 
Disciplinary Authority accepted this report and dismissed 
the services of the workmen in a lawful manner. During 
the enquiry, it was found that the workmen had given 
forged documents to secure employment. The enquiiy 
was conducted in a just and fair manner. The imposition 
of punishment of termination from service is 
proportionate to the circumstances of the case. The 
workmen had deliberately given wrong information 
regarding the displaced persons being their father. In 
this way the workmen had exercised fraud by the 
management in securing employment and therefore they' 
are not entitled to reinstatement with back wages. 

7, The following issues arise for dccsion in this 
case and my findings thereon are noted hereinafter:— 

1. Whether the DE conducted against the 
workmen is just and proper? 

2. Whether the management is entitled to lead 
evidence to prove the alleged misconduct of the workmen, 

3. Whether the management had illeqally 
terminated the services of the workmen? 

4. Whether the workmen are entitled to 
reinstatement with back wages ? 

5. Relief and costs? 

8, Issues No, 11&22: 
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The workmen Sirdu Singh, Gyan Singh Pachloo 
Singh and Nehru Lai have examined themselves before 
this court to prove their claim Shri Sukhram and Ramlal 
Mahar have been examined as independent witnesses on 
behalf of the workmen. These two witnesses have no 
knowledge about the DE conducted by the mangement 
against the workmen The said workmen had not stated 
specifically that the DE conducted against them by the 
management is improper. They never deposed in a 
specific term that the Enquiry Officer had not given them 
ample opportunity to defend this case properly before him. 
On the contrary, they have no grievance regarding the 
proceedure adopted by the Enquiry Officer conducting 
the DE. At the same time there is nothing on the report 
that the Enquiry was not conducted in a just and proper 
manner and the workmen had no opportunity to defend 
their case in an effective manner. From the record no 
prejudice appears to have been caused to the workmen 
by the procedure adopted in the Enquiry Officer. In view 
of all these facts it is not established that the enquiry has 
been conducted in an unfair manner. It is therefore held 
that the enquiry conducted against the workmen is just 
and proper and therefore the management is not required 
to lead any further evidence to prove the alledged 
misconduct of the workmen. Both these issues are 
answered accordingly. 

9. Issues No. 3 & 4 : 

The workmen has clearly admitted that they are 
not the real sons of the displaced persons whose lands 
have been acquired by the management for mining 
operation. They claimed to be relatives of the land owners 
whose lands have been acquired. During the enquiry 
proceedings also the workmen never put forth that they 
were the near relatives of the displaced persons who had 
either adopted him or had authorise the management to 
give them employment in lieu of their land acquired for 
mining operations. For the first time, the workmen had 
introduced their defence before this court. As per 
agreement only dependents of the displaced persons were 
to be given employment and not the relatives. In this 
way the workmen secured employment by giving false 
information to the management claiming themselves to 
be the dependent of the displaced persons, 

10, The aforesaid facts go to show that the 
workmen have secured employment by givfftg false 
information regarding their parentage to the 
management. They were not the real dependent of the 
land owners whose lands have been acquired by the 
management for the purposes of mining operations. Due 
to this fact subsequently the real sons of some displaced 
persons made complaint to the management and the 
Enquiry was initiated by the management. Ultimately it 
was detacted that the workmen were not the real 
dependents of the displaced persons and therefore they 
are not entitled to get employment as per agreement. 
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Getting employment by adopting unfair means shall not 
entitled them to be reinstated as claimed by them. They 
are also not entitled to get any monetary benefits in this 
case. Issues No. 3 & 4 are answered accordingly. 

11. Issue No, 5: 

On the reasons stated above, it is held that the 
workmen were rightly dismissed from service by the 
management. Initially they had no authority to get 
employment as dependents of the displaced persons whose 
were acquired by the management for mining operations. 
They arc also not entitled to get any monetary benefits 
claimed by them. The reference is accordingly answered 
in favour of the management and against the workmen. 

12 Copy of the award be sent to the Government 
of India, Ministry of Labour as per rules. 

K.M..RAI. Presiding Officer 
ftwfr, 20 w*rt, 2001 
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[41. •tJFT-43011/10/88-^t.III(*ft)] 

. New Delhi, the 20th November. 2001 

S.O. 3407. — In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947). the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal, Jabalpur as shown in 
the Annexurc in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management Malajkhand 
Copper Project and their workman, which was received 
by the Central Government 19-11-2001 

[No. L-43011/10/88-D.Ill (B)l 
B. M. DAVID. Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

Case No. CGIT/LC/R/60/89 

PRESIDING OFFICER: SHRI K M RAI 

Sri Bipat Singh 
Shri Kuman Singh 
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Shri Toofan Singh 
Shri Ram Singh 

through Copper Mines Workers Union (INTUC) 
Distt^Balaghat Applicant 

Versus 

The General Manager, 

Malajkhand Copper Project, 

PO Malajkhand 

Distt. Balaghat Non-applicant 

AWARD 

Passed on this 5th day of November, 2001 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour 
vide order No. L-43011/10/88-D.III(B) dated 8-3-89 
referred the following dispute for adjudication by this 
tribunal: 

“Whether the action of the management of 
Malajkhand Copper Project of Hindustan Copper 
Ltd. PO Malajkhand Distt. Balaghat in dismissing 
Shri Bipat Singh, Kuman Singh, Toofan Singh 
Marwari and Ram Singh from service w.e.f. Jan./ 
Feb. 86 is justified. If not, what relief are the 
concerned workmen entitled to?” 

2. The case for the Union is that during the year 
1975—1980 Hindustan Copper Limited (Malajkhand 
Copper Project) acquired the agricultural lands of the 
agriculturists for mining operations. The Bhoomi Swamy 
of the acquired lands were paid compensation by the 
management. At the time of acquiring the agricultural 
lands, the agreement was arrived between the land 
owners and the Hindustan Copper Project that the 
employment will be provided to the dependents (family 
members) of the land owners whose lands were acquired 
for mineral exploration 

In the agreement, there was no such stipulation that 
only real sons of the land owners will be provided 
employment. The employment was to be given to the 
dependents of the land owners whose lands were acquired. 

3. It has been further alleged by the Union that 
as per terms and conditions of the agreement, for giving 
employment to the family members, the workman Bipat 
Singh. Kuman Singh, Toofan Singh and Ram Singh 
applied to the Malajkhand Copper Project for giving 
employment to them. At the time of acquisition of the 
land, the workman were cultivating the lands of their 
uncle or their maternal uncle or grand father. After the 
acquisition of the land, the workman become 
unemployed, .Accordingly Shri Bhansilal Maternal 
uncle of workman Bipat Singh. Shri Samharu Singh, 
maternal uncle of Shri Kuman Singh offered to give 
employment to them. Likewise Shri Bhagloo offered 


employment to his adopted son Toofan Singh and Shri 
Charku offered employment to his adopted son 
Ramsingh in Malajkhand Copper Project. At the time 
of giving employment the management had the 
knowledge that the workmen were the close relatives 
and adopted sons of the persons whose lands were 
acquired by the management. The father’s name of the 
workman were not entered in the appointment letter 
issued by the management. The father of workman 
Kuman Singh died after the birth of Ram Singh and he 
was adopted by his maternal uncle Charuk whose lands 
were acquired. After making verifications, the 
management was satisfied and gave the employment to 
the workman. The workman continued to serve till 1986 
when their services were terminated. The real land 
owners had permitted the management to acquire their 
lands with a condition that the workmen would be given 
employment under displaced persons category. The 
management had accepted it. Thereafter the workman 
had been given employment according to the terms of 
agreement. No fraud was committed by them. At the 
time of giving employment, the management had 
obtained the signature of workmen on plain paper. 

4. It has been further alleged by the Union that 
the management served the workman with chargesheet 
alleging that they had committed misconduct by giving 
false information in respect to the name of their father. 
They submitted reply to the chgargesheet which was 
not found to be satisfactory by the management. The 
management conducted DE against the workmen for 
committing the alleged misconduct during to course of 
enquiry. Ample opportunity was not given to them by 
the Enquiry Officer to establish their defence. The 
Enquiry Officer conducted the enquiry in a biased 
manner. They were not allowed to adduce defence 
witnesses to substantiate their claim before the Enquiry 
Officer. The entire enquiry was conducted in violation 
of rules and principles of natural justice. The Enquiry 
Officer wrongly held the charges proved against the 
workmen. The Disciplinary authority illegally accepted 
the report of Enquiry Officer and passed the order of 
dismissal against them. The management therefore 
reinstated the workmen and they were given fresh 
appointments to the post of mazdoor on 1985. Giving 
fresh ^pointment to the workmen goes to show that 
the management had waived the punishment imposed 
on the workmen. The workmen continuously worked 
till 15th July 1987. They were not given any 
retrenchment compensation according to the 
provisions of Sec 25 F of the I.D.Act. 1947. Before 
terminating the services w.e.f. 15-7-87. No 
departmental enquiry was conducted against 
them. The order of termination passed by the 
management is illegal and deserves to be quashed. The 
workmen are entitled to reinstatement with back wages. 
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5. The case for the management is that the 
Malajkhand Copper Project of Hindustan Copper Limited 
has acquired some agricultural lands form various land 
owners for mining operations from year 1973 onwards. 
The compensation was paid to the land owners as per 
mutual agreement. At the time of acquisition of land 
agreement was made between the management and the 
land owners that the management would give 
employment to the direct dependent of the displaced 
family. The workmen in this case secured employment 
from the management by presenting themselves as 
dependents of the displaced persons whose lands were 
acquired. It was not in the knowledge of the management 
that the workmen were not the real dependents of the 
displaced persons. After some time, the sons of the 
displaced persons made complaint against the workmen 
for securing employment by giving false declaration in 
respect to their being dependents of the displaced persons 
whose lands were acquired. The vigilence enquiry was 
conducted by the management and it was found that the 
workmen had given false information in respect to their 
being dependent of the displaced persons. After this 
enquiry, the chargesheet was served on the workmen and 
their reply was obtained. 

6. The management further alleged that the reply 
of the workmen were not found to be satisfactory and 
therefore the DE was conducted against them. They 
were given ample opportunity to defend their case before 
the Enquiry Officer. They fully participated in the 
enquiry' proceedings. The Enquiry Officer had given 
opportunity to the workmen to adduce the evidence in 
support of their defence. Alter carefully examining the 
facts and circumstances of the record, the Enquiry 
Officer rightly held the charges proved against the 
workmen. The Disciplinary Authoriry accepted this 
report and dismissed the services of the workmen in a 
lawful manner. During the enquiry, it was found that 
the workmen had given forged documents to secure 
employment. The enquiry was conducted in a just and 
fair manner. The imposition of punishment of 
termination from service is proportionate to the 
circumstances of the case. The workmen had 
deliberately given wrong information regarding the 
displaced persons being their father In this way the 
workmen had exercised fraud by the management in 
securing employment and therefore they are not entitled 
to reinstatement with back wages. 

7. The following issues arise for decsion in this 
case and my findings thereon are noted hereinafter:— 

1. Whether the DE conducted against the 
w orkmen is just and proper? 

2. Whether the management is entitled to lead 
evidence to prove the alleged misconduct of the workmen? 


3. Whether the management had illegally 
terminated the services of the workmen? 

4 Whether the workmen are entitled to 
reinstatement with back wages? 

5. Relief and costs? 

8. Issues No. 1 and 2. 

The workmen Shri Bipat Singh, Kuman Singh, 
Shri Toofan Singh and Shri Ram Singh have examined 
themselves before this court to prove their claim, shri 
Ramlal Mahar has been examined as independent witness 
on behalf of the workmen. He is not aware of any DE 
conducted against the workmen. He has also stated that 
none of the workmen had informed hint that the enquiry 
was conducted against him in an improper manner. They 
never deposed in a specific term that the Enquiry Officer 
had not given them ample opportunity to defend their 
case properly before hint. On the contrary, they have no 
grievance regarding the proceedurc adopted by the 
Enquiry Officer conducting the DE. At the same time 
there is nothing on the report to show that the Enquiry 
was not conducted in a just and proper manner and the 
workmen had no opportunity to defend their case in an 
effective manner. From the record no prejudice appears 
to have been caused to the workmen by the proceedure 
adopted by the Enquiry Officer. In view of all these facts 
it is not established that the enquiry has been conducted 
in an unfair manner. It is therefore held that the enquiry 
conducted against the workmen is just and proper and 
therefore the management is not required to lead any 
further evidence to prove the alleged misconduct of the 
workmen. Both these issues are answered accordingly. 

9. Issues No. 3 and 4 

The workmen has clearly admitted that they are 
not the real sons of the displaced persons whose lands 
have been acquired by the management for mining 
operation. They claimed to be relatives of the land owners 
whose lands have been acquired. During the enquiry 
proceedings also the workmen never put forth that they 
were the near relatives of the displaced persons who had 
either adopted him or had authorise the management to 
give them employment in lieu of their land acquired for 
mining operations. For the first time, the workmen had 
introduced their defence before this court. As per 
agreement only dependents of the displaced persons were 
to be given employment and not the relatives. In this 
way the workmen secured employment by giving false 
information to the management claiming themselves to 
be the dependent of the displaced persons. 

10. The aforesaid facts go to show that the 
workmen have secured employment by giving false 
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information regarding their parentage to the 
management. They were not the real dependent of the 
land owners whose lands had been acquired by the 
management for the purposes of mining operations. Due 
to this feet subsequently the real sons of some displaced 
persons made complaint to the management and the 
Enquiry was initiated by the management. Ultimately it 
was detacted that the workmen were not the real 
dependents of the displaced persons and therefore they 
are not entitled to get employment as per agreement. 
Gatting employment by adopting unfair means shall not 
entitled them to be reinstated as claimed by them, They 
are also not entitled to get any monetary benefits in this 
case. Issues No. 3 and 4 are answered accordingly. 

11. Issue No. 5 

On the reasons stated above, it is held that the workmen 
were rightly dismissed from service by the management 
Initially they had no authority to get employment as dependents 
of the displaced persons whose lands were acquired by the 
management for mining operations. They are also not entitled 
to get any monetary benefits claimed by them The reference is 
accordingly answered in favour of the management and against 
the workmen. 

12 Copy of the award be sent to the Government 
of India, Ministry of Labour as per rules. 

K.M. RAI, Presiding Officer 

^ fe#, 20 2001 
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[fr. T^f-30012/23/98-3T^3tn(rnt)] 

rpr. sPTt 
New Delhi, the 20th November, 2001 

S.O. 3408.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act. 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal Ahmedabad as shown 
in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management 0. N. G. C. 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government 19- J1 -2001. 

[No. L-30012/23/98-IR (M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SMT. N. J. SHELAT, PRESIDING 
OFFICER, INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL 
CENTRAL, AHMEDABAD 

Reference (ITC) No. Ill of 1999 

ADJUDICATION 

BETWEEN: 

The group General Manager, ONGC Ltd., 

M/s. Parishram Labour Co-op, Society Ltd. . . First 
Party 

AND 

The workman employed under it. . . Second Party 

In the matter of demand for reinstatement of Shri 
Pravin Makwana, Electric helper w.e.f. 1-5-97 with full 
back wages and continuity of sendee, etc. 

APPEARANCES : 

None for the Second Parly. 

AWARD 

By an order No. L-30012/23/98/IR(M) dated 20th, 
April, 1999, the Desk Officer, Ministry of Labour, 
Government for India, Shram Shakti Bhawan, Rafi Marg. 
New Delhi has referred an industrial dispute for 
adjudication as stated in the Schedule of above order 
between the above parties in exercise of pow ers conferred 
u/s. 10(1) of the Industrial Disputes Act. initially, to the 
Industrial Tribunal of Shri B.I. Kazi and thereafter, 
finally, it was transferred to this Tribunal by an 
appropriate order of the Government. 

Inspite of services of notice, the Second Party- 
concerned workman failed to remain present before this 
Tribunal and, therefore, the matter was adjourned from 
time to time in order to afford an opportunity' to him to 
proceed with the matter. However, ultimately, the matter 
was fixed for hearing on 24-10-2001 and when the matter 
was called out, none remained present on behalf of the 
Second Party, from this, it is quite clear that the Second 
Party is not interested to proceed with this matter and. 
therefore, this Tribunal has been left with no other 
alternative but to dismiss the present reference. In the 
result, I pass following order :— 

ORDER 

The reference is dismissed for want of prosecution 
and it is disposed of accordingly with no order as to costs. 

N. J. SHELAT. Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 20th November, 2001 

S.O. 3409. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal, Chennai as shown in 
the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management Madras Port 
Trust and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 19-11-2001. 

[No. 33012/12/91-IR(M)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL- CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 24th October, 2001 
PRESENT : K. KARTHIKEYAN, Presiding Officer 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 446/2001 
(Tamil Nadu State Industrial Tribunal I.D. No. 84/97) 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause 
(d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between 
the Workman Sri K. Thangaraj and the Management of 
Madras Port Trust, Chennai.) 

BETWEEN 

Sri K. Thangaraj I Party/Workman 

AND 

The Chairman, II Party/Management 

Madras Port Trust, Chennai 

Appearance: 

For the Workman M/s. R. Ganesan, 

Mr.R.Rengaramanujam, 

Advocates 

For the Management Mr. R. Arumugam & 

N. Krishnakumar, 
Advocate 


The Govt, of India, Ministry of Labour in exercise 
of powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) and 
sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute Act, 
1947 (14 of 1947), have referred the concerned Industrial 
Dispute for adjudication vide Order No. L/33012/12/91- 
IR(Misc) dated 12-5-1992. 

This Industrial dispute was originally referred to 
CGIT Cum Labour Court, Bangalore, for adjudication. 
Later as per the order of Govt, of India, Ministry of Labour 
this has been withdrawn from the file of CGIT-Cum- 
Labour Court, Bangalore and has been transferred to the 
file of Tamil Nadu State Industrial Tribunal and on receipt 
of records it was taken on file as I.D. No. 84/97. When 
the matter was pending enquiry in that Tribunal, the 
Govt, of India, Ministry of Labour was pleased to order 
transfer of this case from that Tribunal to this Tribunal 
for adjudication. On receipt of records from the Tamil 
Nadu State Industrial Tribunal, the case has been taken 
on file as I.D. No. 446/2001 and notices were sent to the 
counsel on record on either side, informing them about 
the transfer of this case to this Tribunal, with a direction 
to appear before this Tribunal on 27-2-2001. On receipt 
of notice from this Tribunal, the counsel on either side 
present with their respective parties and prosecuted this 
case further. 

When the matter came up before me for final hearing 
on 17-9-2001, upon perusing the Claim Statement, 
Counter Statement, the other material papers on record, 
upon perusing the oral and documentary evidence let in 
on either side, upon hearing the arguments advanced by 
the learned counsel on either side and tins matter having 
stood over till this date for consideration, this Tribunal 
has passed the following :— 

AWARD 

The Industrial Dispute referred to in the above order 
or reference by the Central Govt, for adjudication by this 
Tribunal is as follows :— 

“Whether the Management of Madras Port Trust. 

is justified in discharging Shri K. Thangaraj. 

Mazdoor P. No. 3302 of G No. : 45 from this 

services with effect from 13-9-1988 ? If not to what 

relief the workman is entitled ?” 

2, The facts of this industrial dispute between tire 
parties are briefly as follows :— 

The I Party/Workman Sri K. Thangaraj (hereinafter 
refers to as Petitioner) was engaged in the II Party/ 
Management/Madras Port Trust (hereinafter refers to as 
Respondent) as shore Labour in the Traffic Department 
from 10-6-80. Subsequently, he was appointed as shore 
labour mazdoor in the same department from 1-7-1982. 
Throughout a chronic absentee, he was continuously 
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absent from duty with effect from 17-4-1987 onwards. 
Therefore, the Respondent issued memo dated 15-6-1987, 
10-8-87, 8-9-87, 23-9-87 and 9-12-87 calling upon the 
Petitioner to resume duty. Those memos were sent to his 
last known residential address by Registered Post with 
acknowledgment due. The Petitioner has acknowledged 
the receipt of memos dated 10-8-87, 23-9-87 on 14-8-87 
and 26-9-87 respectively. Inspite of that the Petitioner 
has not sent any reply and he did not turn up for duty. 
Then a charge memo dated 29-1-88 was issued to the 
Petitioner on 2-2-1988, but he has failed to submit his 
explanation. Then the Respondent/Management has 
conducted a domestic enquiry by appointing the Deputy 
Traffic Manager as Enquiry Officer. Inspite of various 
memos sent to the Petitioner directing him to attend the 
domestic enquiry, he did not attend the domestic enquiry. 
The Enquiry Officer concluded the enquiry as ex-parte 
and submitted his findings holding that the charge framed 
against the Petitioner was proved beyond any doubt, Then 
Disciplinary Authority issued a show cause notice dated 
14-6-1988. Even for that the Petitioner did not respond. 
For the personal hearing afforded by the Disciplinary 
Authority also, the Petitioner did not turn up. The 
Petitioner has neglected all the opportunities extended to 
him, hence the Respondent passed the final order dated 
18-3-89 discharging the Petitioner from Trust’s service 
with effect from 17-4-1987 from the date of the Petitioner 
stayed away from duty unauthorisedly without obtaining 
prior sanction of leave. The petitioner has raised this 
industrial dispute challenging the Respondent’s action in 
discharging the Petitioner from the services of the 
Respondent as unjustified. It is the contention of the 
Petitioner in his Claim Statement that due to acute stomach 
ache he was admitted in the Madras Port Trust Hospital 
in 1986 and he was operated upon for appendicitis. 
Thereafter his health was not improved and he was 
continuously taking treatment in the Madras Port Trust 
Hospital. Because of his ailment he could not attend to 
his duties regularly. Because of his ailment and family 
problems his wife left him and was living with her parents. 
His ailment and the desertion of his wife caused him 
mental agony and he lost his balance of mind and his 
brothers took to a Psy chiatric for treatment for his mental 
illness from April. 1987. His Mother and brothers 
intimated to the Port Trust about his condition of health 
during 1988 itself. But this was not taken into account 
and a charge memo was issued to the Petitioner for his 
unauthorised absence. An ex-partc enquiry into the above 
charge of unauthorised absence was conducted by the 
Respondent and held that the charge framed against him 
as proved. Based on the ex-parte enquiry report i.e. the 
findings, the Petitioner was discharged from the service 
by the Respondent by its order dated 18-3-1989, 
Immediately, the Petitioner’s Mother wrote to the 
Respondent about the health condition of the Petitioner 
and prayed for mercy. The Petitioner also represented to 


the Respondent that he had recovered from his mental 
illness and he is fit to join duty. All these representations 
were not considered at all. The Petitioner’s representation 
to the Govt, was forwarded to the Chairman of the Madras 
Port Trust and he by his letter dated 28-12-1989 without 
applying his mind confirmed the punishment of discharge. 
The Respondent had not referred the Petitioner to the 
medical board to verify the veracity of the Petitioner’s 
statement. He could not attend the enquiry because of 
mental ill health. Hence, the action of the Respondent/ 
Management is arbitrary', illegal and is liable to be set 
aside. 

3. The Respondent/Management in the Counter 
Statement has alleged that there is nothing to show that 
the Petitioner had undergone Appendicities operation in 
the Trust Hospital. He had not produced any medical 
certificate from the Trust Hospital with regard to his 
hospitalisation. Communication by any means has been 
received with regard to the Petitioner’s alleged mental 
instability and health condition ever since his unauthorised 
absence from duty with effect from 17-4-1987 onwards. 
The Respondent has not received any representation from 
the Petitioner’s Mother about the Petitioner’s ill health. 
The certificate dated 24-5-1991 submitted by the 
Petitioner, that too after four years of his discharge from 
Trust’s service w.e.f. 17-4-1987 cannot be taken into 
consideration. The Petitioner himself had acknowledged 
the receipt of Registered Post. The Petitioner himself has 
put his signature on the postal acknow ledgment card for 
the receipt of Tapal sent by the Respondent. He cannot 
said to be mentally instable. The medical certificate 
submitted by the Petitioner cannot be relied upon. The 
Doctor has been issued the certificate is not the one, the 
Petitioner has mentioned in the earlier correspondence. 
The Petitioner’s certificate is only an afterthought exercise 
of the Petitioner. If this Tribunal comes to the conclusion 
that the domestic enquiry conducted against the Petitioner 
is not fair and proper or the finding is perv erse, then this 
Hon’ble Tribunal may be pleased to give liberty to the 
Respondent to lead fresh oral and documentary evidence 
before this Tribunal to prove the charges against the 
concerned workman. The Respondent has followed all 
the procedures before passing the final order against the 
Petitioner. The action of the Respondent is proper and 
fair. The Petitioner has not put forth any grievance over 
the findings of the enquiry in his Claim Statement because 
he is at fault. This Tribunal may be pleased to dismiss 
this dispute. 

4. When the matter was taken up for enquiry; the 
petitioner/workman Sri K. Thangaraj had examined 
himself as WW1. 13 documents w ere marked on the side 
of the Petitioner as Ex. W1 to W13. The II Party/ 
Management has examined one witness. He is working 
as an Administrative Officer in Madras Port Trust and 16 
documents have been marked on the side of the 
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Management as Ex. Ml to M16. The learned counsel on 
either side have advanced their respective arguments. 

5. The Point for my consideration is— 

“Whether the Management of Madras Port Trust, 

is justified in discharging Shri K. Thangaraj, 

Mazdoor P. No. 3302 of G.No. 45 from his services 

with effect from 13-09-1988? If not to what relief 

the workman is entitled?” 

Point:— 

This is an industrial dispute raised by the Petitioner 
questioning the validity of the action taken by the 
Respondent/Management. Madras Post Trust in 
discharging himfrom service w.e.f. 17-4-1987 by an order 
dated 18-3-1989. It is admitted that the Petition was first 
engaged as a rank casual by the Respondent/Management 
in the Port Trust from 10-6-1980 and later he was 
appointed as Shore Labour Mazdoor from 1-7-1982, The 
Petitioner as WW1 has deposed that he was working as 
mazdoor in Traffic Department in Madras Port Trust from 
June. 1980 and that after four or five years he got severe 
stomach pain and underwent an appenveitis in the 
Harbour hospital. It is his further evideice after his 
marriage in 1983 due to his ill health an 1 due to the 
worries in his married life, he was affected > rentally and 
it got aggravated and that he took medical treatment for 
his ailment and because of that he couldn’t go for work 
Ex.Wl is the xerox copy of the discharge certificate of 
the Madras Port Trust hospital pertaining to the Petitioner. 
From this, it is seen that during October. 1985 he 
underwent an appendicitis operation and was found to fit 
for work on 30-4-1986. It is the further evidence of the 
Petitioner that his brother Mr. Balaraman infor, red the 
Traffic department at Madras Port Trust by a letter sent 
by Certificate of Posting that he (petitioner) was taking 
treatment for his mental illness. He has also filed xerox 
copy of that.lctter as Ex, W2 and the Certificate of Posting 
xerox copy as Ex.W3, It is seen from the postal seal that 
one such letter was sent by certificate of Posting on 
2-9-88. Ex.W2 doesn’t contain any date. He has also 
admitted that the Traffic Manager. Madras Port Trust 
issued him a show cause notice for his absence for duly 
and the xerox copy of that memo is Ex. W4. In that memo 
it is stated that the Petitioner was given a memo dated 
6-5-87 to resume for duty forthwith, with a written 
explanation for his continuous-absence from duty from 
17-4-87 and since he has not sent any reply till 
19-1-1988 for his chronic unauthorised absence, the 
charge has been framed against him and he was directed 
to show cause as to why disciplinary' action should not be 
taken against him as per the Standing Orders for his 
unauthorised absence from duty' front 17-4-87. He has also 
admitted in,his evidence that he received another 
communication front the Traffic Manager dated 24-3-88 
under Ex. W5about the appointment of Enquiry Officer 


for conducting an enquiry and he was issued a charge 
memo dated 14-6-88 for his unauthorised absence from 
duty form 17-4-87. The xerox copy of the same is Ex. 
W6. On the side of the management. Administrative 
Officer working in Madras Port Trust has been examined 
as MW1. It is her evidence that for the continuous 
unauthorised absence for duty front 17-4-87 by the 
Petitioner, a memo dated 6-5-87 under Ex. Ml was issued 
to the Petitioner informing him to report for duty 
immediately. As the Petitioner has not responded for the 
same, the management has issued memos dated 11-6-87, 
and 10-08-87. The xerox copy of the same are Ex. M2 
and M3 respectively. Ex.M4 is the xerox copy of the postal 
acknowledgement card for the memo received by the 
petitioner he received it on 14-8-87. An another memo 
was also sent on 8-9-87 and the xerox copy of the same is 
Ex,M5. Later the management has sent a letter on 

23- 9-87 under Ex. M6. It was received by the petitioner 
on 26-9-87 under Ex M7. Then another letter was sent on 
9-12-87 under Ex. M8. Ex. Ml memo dated 6-5-87 and 
Ex.M8 show cause notice dated 9-12-87 have been 
referred in Ex, W4 show cause notice dated 19-1-1988. 
The charge memo under Ex.W4 was received by the 
petitioner under Ex.M9 on 2-2-88 but he did not submit 
any explanation. Then disciplinary action was initiated 
and a notice was sent to him under Ex W5. It is dated 

24- 3-88.He received that notice under Ex.MK) 
acknowledgement on 28-3-1988. Another notice was sent 
on 29-3-88. ThcxeroxcopyofthesameisEx.MIL Then, 
as per the notice, the enquiry was conducted. Ex.M12 
series of the proceedings of the departmental enquiry dated 
6-4-88. 14-4-88 and 30-04-88. Inspile of all these things, 
the petitioner did not appear for the enquiry . Then the 
Enquiry Officer has submitted his finding under Ex. M13 
holding that in ex-parte enquiry conducted by him. the 
charges framed against the Petitioner had been proved. 
Then the Respondent issued a memo dated 14-6-88 for 
the petitioner's personal hearing. A xerox copy of the 
same is Ex.W6. Even for that the petitioner has not 
submitted any explanation. Then the final order has been 
passed by tire Traffic Manager discharging the petitioner 
form service of the Respondent w.e.f 17-1-87, Tire xerox 
copy of the order is Ex. M15. All these firings have been 
spoken to by MW1 in her evidence Ex.WlO is the xerox 
copy of the communication sent to the petitioner by 
Respondent about the punishment imposed on him. 
Subsequently, the Petitioner s Mother Mrs. Kannammal had 
made a representation to the Chairman. Madras Port Trust 
for which fire mother of the Petitioner was unformed through 
letter dated 3-5-89 under Ex.Wll stating that his son's 
happens to be chronic unauthorised absentee there was no 
other alternative than to remove the name of her son from 
the rolls and there is no case for reinstatement to her son in 
the Respondent/Madras Port Trust. The Respondent had also 
sent a letter dated 30-5-89 under Ex.MI6 to fire Petitioner to 
call at the office to for settlement of his accounts. 
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6 It is the contention of the Petitioner from the 
evidence of WW1 that he was admitted in the mental 
hospital for treatment and at that time the Respondent 
had conducted an exparte enquiry and discharged him 
from serv ice If it is a fact, the Petitioner would not have 
received the various communications sent to him about 
his unauthorised absence by the Respondent/Management, 
the documents filed on the side of the Management as 
acknowledgement shows that he had received those 
communications sent by the Respondent/Management. 
Further he has not chosen to sent any reply to those 
communications he received stating about his ill health 
and taking treatment for the same. The non-production 
of the any document to that effect, even now and the non¬ 
examination of the Doctor, who said to have treated for 
this illness and issued a certificate under Ex.W3 enable 
us to come to the conclusion that it is only an afterthought 
of the Petitioner and he has procured one such certificate 
only for the purpose of this case to escape from the action 
taken by the Respondent/Management for his 
unauthorised absence. The Petitioner has taken a stand 
that the copy of the findings of the Enquiry Officer was 
not served on him. Ex. W6 filed by the Petitioner as a 
xerox copy of the memo issued to him by respondent dated 
14-6-88. It is mentioned in that document that the copy 
of the Enquiry Officer’s report is enclosed therein. If really 
the said copy of the findings is not enclosed with that 
communication, he would have immediately brought it to 
the notice of the manageuet 1 * i his has not been stated so 
in his Claim Statement. S. ftoot this, it is seen it is also a 
aferthought of the petitioner. He has also admitted in the 
cross examination that he has not mentioned the same in 
his Claim Statement. He has also not stated either in his 
evidence or in his Claim Statement as to how he is 
prejudiced for the non-fumishing of the copy of the enquiry 
report. From all these things, it is seen that the Petitioner 
Mr. K. Thangaraj was absented for duty in the Repondent/ 
Madras Port Trust unauthorisedly without prior 
permission of the Management and that he has not turned 
up for duty, inspite of various intimations sent by the 
Management which were duly received by him. Thereby 
it is seen that the Petitioner has committed a misconduct 
of unauthorised absence from 37-4-87 for which the 
Respondent/Management has taken proper disciplinary 
action against him and has passd an order after due enquiry 
and opportunity was afforded to him by discharging him 
from service for his commission of misconduct for 
unauthorised absence from duty from 17-4-87, Under such 
circumstances, it cannot be concluded that the action of 
the management by passing an order of discharge against 
the petitioner from service is invalid and illegal. The 
documents filed on cither side and on the basis of the oral 
c\ idcnce let in on either side, it is clearly seen that the 
management before ever passing the order of discharge 
against the petitioner had followed all the procedures 
properly. Hence, under Such circumstances , there is no 


reason to interfere with the decision taken by the 
Respondent/Management against the petitioner/workman 
by imposing punishment of discharging him from service 
for the act of misconduct of unauthorised absence from 
duty by the petitioner. Hence, the Management of Madras 
Port Trust is justified in discharging the petitioner/ 
workman Sri K. Thangaraj, Mazdoor from his services 
w.e.f. 17-4-87. Hence, the concerned workman is not 
entitled for any relief. 

7, In the result an Award is passed holding that 
the action of the Management of Madras Port Trust is 
justified in discharging Shri K.Thangaraj, Mazdoor P. No. 
3302 of G.No. : 45 from his services with effect from 17- 
04-1987, Hence, the concerned workman is not entitled 
for any relief No. Cost. 

(Dictated to the Stenographer, transcribed and typed 
by him, corrected and pronounced by me in the open 
court on this day the 24th October, 2001.) 

K, KARTHIKEYAN, Presiding Officer 
Witnesses Examined : 

For the I Party/Workman : WW1 Sri K, Thangaraj. 

For the II Party/Management: MW1 Sri C. Mahalakshmi 
DOCUMENTS MARKED : 


Ex.No. Date 

Description 

W1 

30-04-86 

Xerox copy of the medical certificate 
of the petitioner. 

W2 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the letter from K. 
Balaraman to the Traffic Manager, 

W3 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the postal cover. 

W4 

19-01-88 

Xerox copy of the memo issued to the 
Petitioner by the Respondent/ 
Management. 

W5 

24-03-88 

Xerox copy of the memo issued to the 
petitioner by the Respondent/ 
Management. 

W6 

14-06-88 

Xerox copy of the Charge memo. $ 

W7 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the letter from K. 
Kannammal, M/o. K Thangarqj to the 
Respondent/Management. 

W8 

02-03*89 

Xerox copy of the letter from the 
Management to petitioner. 

W9 

07-10-89 

Xerox copy of the letter from K. 
Kannammal, M/o K. Thangarqj to the 
Respondent/Management. 

W10 

18-03-89 

Xerox copy of the termination order. 
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Wll 

03-05-89 

Xerox copy of the memo issued to the 
Petitioner by the Respondent/ 
Management 

12 

28-12-89 

Xerox copy of the memo issued to the 
Petitioner by the Respondent/ 
Management 

W13 

24-05-91 

Xerox copy of the medical certificate 
of the Petitioner 

For the 11 Party/Management:— 

Ex.No. Date 

Description 

Ml 

06-05-87 

Xerox copy of the memo issued to the 
Petitioner by the Respondent/ 
Management 

M2 

11-06-87 

Xerox copy of the show cause notice 
issued to the petitioner 

M3 

10-08-87 

Xerox copy of the memo issued to the 
Petitioner by the Respondent/ 
Management 

M4 

14-08-87 

Xerox copy of the acknowledgement 
card. 

M5 

08-09-87 

Xerox copy of the memo issued to the 
Petitioner by the Respondent/ 
Management 

M6 

23-09-87 

Xerox copy of the show cause notice 
issued to the petitioner by the 
Respondent/Management 

M7 

26-09-87 

Xerox copy of the acknowledgement 
card 

M8 

09-12-87 

Xerox copy of the show cause notice 
issued to the Petitioner by the 
Respondent/Management 

M9 

02-02-88 

Xerox copy of the acknowledgement 
card 

M10 

28-03-88 

Xerox copy of the acknowledgement 
card 

Mil 

29-03-88 

Xerox copy of the enquiry notice to 
the Petitioner 

M12 

06-04-88 



14-04-88 

Xerox copy of the enquiiy proceedings 

(Series 3) 30-04-1 

88 

M13 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the findings of Enquiry 
Officer 

M14 

1985 to 
1987 

Xerox copy of the leave particulars 

Ml 5 

13-09-88 

Xerox copy of the order of 


punishment. 


M16 30-05-89 Xerox copy of the memo issued to the 

Petitioner by the Repsondent/ 
Management 

3$ 20 watT, 2001 

w. 3ff. 3410.—arfafim, 1947 (1947 
RTt 14) RTC1 17 % StJHFI 3, RPFfR FRFtk ’M 

3FJRR $ %F?fta 71WR aftrillRP 

arftpp^JT 'yq^err % iw ^ x'Bifym RRtft t, ^ %3tfa 

PRT3T371 19-11-2001 ^ 37TRT f 3TT *4T I 

[R. TR3-38011/1/94-31^ 3TTT. (TFt)] 

art. UR. 3T«R nfl-FI 

New Delhi, the 20th November, 2001 

S.O. 3410.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal, Bhubaneswar as shown 
in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management Paradip Port 
Trust and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 19-11-2001 

[No.L-3 8011/1 /94-IR(M)l 

B.M. DAVID. Under Sccy. 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL- CUM-LABOUR COURT. 
BHUBANESWAR 

PRESENT: 

Shri S.K. Dhal, OSJS, (Sr Branch) 
Presiding Officer C.G.I.T.-cum-Labour 
Court Bhubnesher 

TR. INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE CASE NO. 98/2001 
Date of concluding of the hearing 12th Oct. 2001 
Date of Passing Award 31st Oct. 2001 
Between : 

The Management of the 
Chairman, Paradip Port 
Trust, P.O. Paradip, 

Dist Jagatsinghpur. ... I Party/Management. 

AND 

Their Workman, represented 
through the Vice President, 

Paradip Port & Dock Mazdoor 
Union, At ATBK Sub-Station, 

P. O. Paradip, Dist, 
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Jagatsinghpur. ... 2nd Party-Union 

Appearance : 

Shri Uma Sankar Tripathy, 

Advocate ... For the 1st Party- 

Management 

None. ... For the 2nd party- 

Union 

AWARD 

The Government of India in the Ministry of Labour, 
in exercise of Powers conferred by Clause (d) of 
Sub-section (1) and Sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) have referred 
the following dispute for adjudication vide their Order 
No. L-38011/1/94-IR (Misc.) dated 21-2-1995:— 

11 Whether the action of the Management of Paradip 
Port Trust, in not extending the scale of skilled 
category i.e. Rs. 435-566/- to recorder cum recorder 
supplier is justified? If not, to what relief the 
workman is entitled to ?” 

2. The case of the 2nd Party-Union may be stated in 

brief. 

Since, 1963 the workman had worked in different 
capacities like phone attendants. Meter Reader. In the year 
1977 they were promoted to work as Recorder-cum-Record 
Suppliers by the 1st Party-Management. They were 
allowed to draw wages in the scale of Rs. 400-565 with 
effect from 1-1-1974, as recommended by the Wage 
Revision Committee as skilled categories Grade-Ill. 
According to the 2nd party-Union electrician, Grade-Ill 
Mechanist, Grade-Ill and other post as prescribed in 
Para-7 of the Claim Statement comes under skilled 
categories. The wage Revision committee again modified 
the scale of Grade-in skilled category of Rs. 435-566 with 
effect from 1-8-1977. The case of the 2nd Party-Union is 
that the 1st Party-Management created some anomalies 
for which the workman raised the dispute along with other 
categories. The 1st Part-Management recommended the 
cases of all the categories of workers to the Ministry of 
Surface, Government of India, New Delhi, for fixation of 
their wages in the modified scale excepting the case of 
Recorder-cum-Record Supplier. So they raised the dispute 
and after failure of reconciliation, the present reference 
has been made. The 2nd Party-Union has prayed that the 
post of Recorder-cum-Record Supplier be treated as skilled 
categories. 

3. The 1st Party-Management has filed their 
Written Statement. The case of the 1st Party-Management 
is that the present reference is not maintainable being 
raised after long gap of time. Their further case is that 


the Post of Recorder-cum-Record Supplier was intially in 
the same scale of Pay of Rs, 150/-190/-. The wage Revision 
Committee had recommended the scale of pay of 
Rs. 400-565/- to the Class-Ill employees including the 
Recorder-cum-Record Supplier with effect from 1 -1 -1974. 
But subsequently, the Central Government in accordance 
with an agreement with All India Labour Federations 
modified the said scale of pay to Rs. 425-566/- in respect 
of the skilled category of post excluding the post of 
Recorder-cum-Record Supplier with effect from 1-8-1977. 
The post of Recorder-cum-Record Supplier was not 
brought under the skilled categories of posts, so their 
prayer is that the present reference is not maintainable 
and the 2nd Party-Union is not entitled for any relief, 

4. On the above pleadings of the parties, the 
following Issues have been settled, 

1. Whether (Jie action of the Management of 
Paradip Port Trust in not extending the scale 
of skilled catergory, i.c. Rs. 435-566/- to 
Rccorder-cum-Rccord Supplier is justified ? 

2. To what relief, the workmen are entitled ? 

FINDINGS 

ISSUE NO. 1 

5. It may be stated here that after the settlement of 
Issues the 2nd Party-Union was directed to lead evidence 
in support of their case. But inspite of adjournment the 
2nd Party-Union has not adduced any oral evidence nor 
has produced any documents. They remained absent, so 
they have been set exparte on 19-9-2001. 

On behalf of the 1st party-Management one witness 
has been examined. The Management has proved the letter 
of the Government, which has been exhibited in this case 
as Ext.-A, which speaks that the Recorder-cum-Record 
Supplier does not come under the skilled categories. There 
is no material to disbelieve the evidence adduced on 
behalf of the 1st party-Management. When the dispute 
has been raised on behalf of the 2nd Party-Union, the 
initial burden lies on the 2nd Party-Union to establish its 
case. In this case as I have already indicated that the 2nd 
Party-Union has not taken any step to produce any 
evidence either oral or documentary but on the other hand, 
the 1st Party-Management has proved his case by 
producing oral and documentary evidence. After perusal 
of the evidence and documents produced on behalf of the 
1st Party-Management, this Tribunal is of the opinion 
that the post of Recorder-cum- of the 1st Party- 
Management, this Tribunal is of the opinion that the post 
of Recorder-cum-Record Supplier does not come under 
the skilled categories. Hence, this Issue is answered in 
favour of the 1st Party-Management. 
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ISSUE ON. II 

7. In view of my above findings in respect of Issue 
No. I, the workmen are not entitled for any relief. 

8. Reference is answered accordingly. 

S, K, DHAL, Presiding Officer 

M 'fcmt 22 warc, 2001 

uct. an. 34ii.—fans aifafwi, 1947 
(1947 ^1 14) r# riRT 17 % 3T^TT°T 7173Tt 3. 

hI^H S 0 ® *^<jlc1 Rrifafaf 3fa '31^1 «t)4=ni<l 

% apptur ftfae fa^TS 3 tU«M1 

3il€i)Pi<T> % H^ie 'nt TriFlftliT 

19-11-2001 apt iuRrpiT err 1 

[71. R7T-31012/10/2000-3n3 3117. (T?T)] 

iff tjyr. 31^(7 Tlfatf 

New Delhi, the 22nd November, 2001 

S.O. 3411.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Central 
Government Industrial, Tribunal cum Labour Court 
MUMBAI as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the The 
Director, M/s. Power and Control and their workmen, 
received by the Central Government on 19-11-2001. 

[No.L-31012/10/2000-IR(M)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. I, MUMBAI 

PRESENT: 

S. N. SAUNDANKAR 

Presiding Officer 

(In Charge) 

REFERENCE NO-CGIT-1/44 of 2000. 

EMPLOYERS IN RELATION TO THE 
MANAGEMENT OF M/S. POWER & CONTROL 

The Director, 

M/s. Power & Control, 

11/12, Neelgiri Indl. Estate., 

183, Tackerse Jivraj Marg, 

Cotton Green, Sewri (W), 


Mumbai 400 015. 

AND 

Their Workmen 

Sh. Sharad Gharg, 

R/03/9, Thakur Wadi, 

Jayalashi Bo.-Op.Hsg.Soc., 

Dombivili (West), 

Thane 401 202. 

Appearances; 

For the Employer Shri A.S. Kazi 

Advocate 

For the workmen No. Appearance. 

Mumbai, Dated 31 si 
October, 2001. 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by 
its Order No. L-31012/l0/2000/ER(M), dtd. 24/08/2000, 
in exercise of the powers conferred by Clause (d) of Sub¬ 
section (1) and Sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, have referred the following 
Industrial Disputes to this Tribunal for adjudication. 

"Whether the action of the management of M/s 
Power and Control is justified in terminating Shri 
Shared Gharg from the services of the Compay? If 
not then what relief the workman is entitled to?” 

2. On receipt of the reference Tribunal issued 
notices to the workman Sh. Sharad Gharg and 
management M/s. Power & Control, which they received 
vide acknowledgment (Exhibits-3 &4). However, record 
show, workman though appeared did not put his Statement 
of Claim till 27-9-2001. Therefore again he was issued 
notice (Exhibit-5). However inspite of receipt of notice 
the workman remained absent, or put his Statement of 
Claim, till to date. Manager, working with the 
management, Mr. K.C. Negandhi vide affidavit (Exhibit- 
6) a pointed out tha' the workman concerned accepted 
payment in terms of compensation/legal dues and ex-gratia 
in full and final settlement, and therefore he is not 
interested. Since the workman did not file his Statement 
of Claim which indicate he does not wish to prosecute, 
therefore, the reference deserves to be disposed of and 
hence the order : 

ORDER 

Reference stands disposed of for non-prosecution. 

S. N. SAUNDANKAR, Presiding Officer 
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^T.OT. 3412.—ateJlFro 1947 (1947 

14 ) ^ *IRT 17 % '4", ^v-sOR 337*tiT3 qRi'tilR.i h14 
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*fit 19-11-2001 *Et URT £33T qTI 

[33. TJ3=T-44011/1/97-3T^.'3TR. (1343.)] 
#. TFT. £f*l5, 33*13 

New Delhi, the 22nd November, 2001 

S.O. 3412.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes, Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal Chennai as shown in 
the Annexurc in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management of Tuticorin Port 
Trust and their workman which was received by the 
Central Government on 19-11-2001, 

[No. L-44011/1 /97-IR(M)j 
B. M. DAVID, Under Sccy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL CUM-LABOUR, COURT CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 19th September. 2001 

PRESENT: 

K. KARTHIKEYAN, Presiding Officer 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 426/2001 

(Tamil Nadu State Industrial Tribunal I D. No. 30/97) 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause 
(d) of Sub-section (1) and Sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 
of the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between 
the Tuticorin Port Trust Employees Organisation and the 
Management of Tuticorin Port Trust, Tuticorin.) 

BETWEEN 

The General Secretary, : I Party/Claimant 

Tuticorin Port Tnist 
Employees Organisation, 

Turicorin. 

AND 

The Chairman, : II Partv/Management, 

Tuticorin Port Tnist 

Tuticorin. 


APPEARANCE : 

For the Claimant M/s P. K. Rajagopal & 

K. Sanlhakumari, 

Advocates 

For the Management M/s. M. Sriram, 

C.N.G. Niraimathi & 

T. Vijayakutnari, 

Advocates 

The Govt, of India, Minis tty 1 of Labour in exercise 
of powers conferred by clause (d) of Sub-section (1) and 
Sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute Act, 
1947 (14 of 1947), have referred the concerned Industrial 
Dispute for adjudication vide Order No L-44011/1/97- 
IR(Misc) dated 14-05-1997. 

This reference has been made earlier to the Tamil 
Nadu State Industrial Tribunal, where it was taken on 
file as I.D. No. 30/97. When the matter was pending 
enquiry in that Tribunal, the Govt, of India, Ministry of 
Labour was pleased to order transfer to this case from 
that Tribunal to this Tribunal for adjudication. On receipt 
of records from that Tribunal, the case has been taken on 
file as I.D. No. 426/2001 and notices were sent to the 
counsel on record on cither side, informing them about 
the trensfer of this case to this Tribunal, with a direction 
to appear before this Tribunal on 26-02-2001. On receipt 
of notice from this Tribunal, the counsel on either side 
present with their respective parties and prosecuted this 
case further. 

When the matter camp up before me final hearing 
on 20-08-2001, a memo has been filed by the counsel for 
the II Parly with the endorsement of the counsel for the I 
Party mentioning the names of the five workmen 
concerned with this dispute of reference. That memo is 
recorded. The arguments of the counsel on either side 
heard. Upon perusing the Claim Statement, Counter 
Statement, the other material papers on record, upon 
hearing the arguments advanced by the learned counsel 
on either side and this matter having stood over till this 
date for consideration, this Tribunal has passed the 
following :— 

AWARD 

The Industrial Dispute referred to in above order of 
reference by the Central Govt, for adjudication by this 
Tribunal is as follows :— 

“Whereas the action of the Management of 
Tuticorin Port Trust in refusing to re-designate the 
five Telephone-cum-Watchroom Operators 
appointed in 1976 as Lower Division Clerks is 
justified? If not, to what relief they arc entitled?" 

2. The averments in the Claim Statement of the I 
Party/claimant are briefly as follows :— 
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During the year 1976 the Tuticorin Port Trust filled 
up five posts in the grade of Telephone-cum-Watchroom 
Operators from among candidates sponsored by the 
District Employment Exchange and from among 
candidates who were already the employees of the Port. 
The five workmen M. Ravindran, S. Vergin Datrick, A. 
Silvestar Fernando, R Janarthanam, andH. Sied Mytheen 
were empanelled for appointment to the post of Telephone- 
cum-Watchroom Operators by Service selection 
Committee Proceedings dated 9-3-1976. Among the five 
of them Mr. Ravindran was appointed to the post of Lower 
Division Clerk wi out any re-notification to the 
Employment Exchange to sponsor his name to the vacancy 
of Lower Division Clerk, The four others were issued with 
the order of appointment to the post of Lower Division 
Clerk on regular basis by order dated 25-3-1976 as against 
the three unreserved posts for Scheduled Castes and two 
other unreserved posts. As no Scheduled Tribe candidate 
was available, the said H. Sied Mytheen was appointed to 
the post of Telephone-cum-Watchroom Operators on ad- 
hoc basis by an order dated 25-3-1976. Subsequently, one 
Sri N. Sundaravadivelu, a Scheduled Caste candidate was 
appointed to the post of TCWRO by an order dated 29-6- 
1976 on regular basis as against the vacancy reserved for 
Scheduled Caste community. In order to regularise the 
ad-hoc appointment of the said Sri Sied Mytheen a de- 
reservation proposal was sent to the Govt, on 23-12-78 
and thereby the appointment was regularised. Thus, all 
these workmen were appointed in the post of TCWRO in 
regular basis. While granting approval of the Ministry of 
Surface Transport to the draft recruitment rules framed 
for l he post attached with four fire service including 
TCWRO the Ministry vide letter dated 8-9-77 had 
observed that the Pay Commission has recommended that 
there should be no separate cadre of TCWRO and that 
they should be merged with the cadre of Lower Division 
Clerk. Therefore, it is suggested that the post may be 
merged with the cadre of TOCC/Lower Division Clerk. 
By a letter dated 3-1-1978, the II Party/Management 
(hereinafter refers to as Respondent) replied that the Port 
has no objection to merge these posts with the cadre of 
Telephone Operators-cum Clerk. The existing incumbents 
of the post of TCWRO will be adjusted against future 
vacancies or the TOCC as and when vacancies in the grade 
TOCC arise and transferred out from Port fire service. As 
a result of the above developments, the post of TCWRO 
should have been merged with the post of Lower Division 
Clerk on TOCC. The five Telephone-cum-Watchroom 
Operators should have been redesignated as Lower 
Division Clerk with effect from the date of the respective 
recruitment as TCWRO. Instead by an order dated 15-6- 
1979, the said five TCWROs were transferred to the post 
of Lower Division Clerk in contravention of recruitment 
rales and all norms in this regard. The recruitment rales 
for the post of Lower Division Clerk/TOCCs contained 
as Serial No. 36 of Schedule II the Tuticorin Port 


Employees (Recruitment, Seniority and Promotion) 
Regulations, 1979, the Rule provided that the post 
concerned may be filled in only by direct recruitment or 
by promotion in the ratio of 90%; 10%. The post of Lower 
Division Clerk/TOCC cannot be filled up by transfer and 
no employee from any other cadre can be transferred to 
the post of Lower Division Clerk/TOCC. No provision 
has been made in the recruitment rules for what is called 
the method of recruitment by transfer. If that has to be 
done, provisions of the recruitment rules should be 
amended. In the absence of specific mention in the 
recruitment rules filling up of post by transfer is illegal. 
The scale of pay for Lower Division Clerk was fixed at 
the scale of Rs. 449/- as on 1-4-1980. In the revised WRC 
scale in respect of Sri S. Vergin Patrick and A. Silverstar 
Fernando in pursuance of provisions of F, R, 22(a)(2) 
operative at that time. If the duties and responsibilities 
for the post of Lower Division Clerk higher than that of 
TCWRO, their pay ought to have been fixed under the 
provisions of F.R22(c). In view of the pay fixation made 
in the case of said two employees, it is clear that the scale 
of pay duties and responsibilities for the post of TCWRO 
and Lower Division Clerk were similar. It is only on these 
cases that the TCWROs were directed to perform the duties 
of Lower Division Clerks vide order dated 14-12-1997. 
Re-designation of certain categories of posts is nothing 
new in the Tuticorin Port Trust. After the merger of the 
erstwhile minor port with the Tuticorin Port Trust, the 
Chairman had ordered for re-designation of post of Driver 
Grade III and Engine Room Tindel as Greaser vide order 
dated 164-1980. These re-designations were made in the 
absence of provisions in the recruitment rules, The 
administration failed to adopt this consistent practice while 
appointing five TCWROs to the post of Lower Division 
Clerk, The illegalities committed in the matter by the 
administration has resulted in peat prejudice to the five 
employees concerned. It has affected the seniority 
negatively and had resulted in financial loss to them. 
Whereas seniority in the post of Lower Division Clerk 
ought to have been counted from the day they were 
appointed to the post of TCWRO in the year 1976 from 
the dates of their respective appointments. They should 
have been accordingly given position in the seniority list 
in respect of Lower Division Clerks counting their service 
from the date of original appointment as TCWRO as if, 
they were appointed as Lower Division Clerks. The action 
of the administration of Tuticorin Port Trust in dealing 
with them otherwise, and reckoning their seniority in the 
post of Lower Division Clerk only from 15-6-1979 is 
contrary to principles of natural justice, Service 
Regulations, norms governing employer-employee 
relationship and Articles 14,16 and 21 of the Constitution 
of India. Hence, this Hon’ble Tribunal may be pleased to 
direct the Respondent to consider and treat the said five 
TCWROs concerned, as if, they were re-designated as 
Lower Division Clerk w.e.f. the dates of their respective 
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original as TCWROs in the year 1976 and consequently 
count their seniority in the post of Lower Division Clerks 
w.e.f. the date of joining in the post of TCWROs and grant 
all the benefits on such re-designation and treatment. 

3. The avernments in the Counter Statement of 
the II Party/ Management Tuticorin Port Trust are briefly 
as follows:— 

The Tuticorin Port Trust Employees Organisation 
had claimed that the post of Lower Division Clerk could 
not be filled in by transfer and hence the appointment of 
Tclcphone-cum-Watchroom Operators to the grade of 
Lower Division Clerks during the year 1979 by transfer 
is not in order. The Union has, therefore, requested that 
the five employees appointed to grade of Tclephone-cum- 
Watchroom Operators be redesignated as Lower Division 
Clerk from the date of original appointment as Telephone- 
cum-Watchroom Operators instead of transferring them 
to the grade of Lon er Division Clerk. Five persons were 
appointed at Tclcphone-cum-Watchroom Operators on 
adhoc basis in the Port’s fire service station of the erstwhile 
Port of New Tuticorin which was functioning as a 
subordinate office of the erstwhile Ministry of Shipping 
and Transport. At the time of their appointment in 1976, 
there were no approved recruitment rules for the post of 
Telephone-cum-Watchroom Operators as a post of 
Telephonc-cum-Watchroom Operator was an isolated 
category of post exclusively meant for the port fire station. 
There was no promotional avenue for the incumbents. As 
the Port of New Tuticonn was functioning as a subordinate 
office of erstwhile Ministry of Shipping and Transport, 
the Central Government was the competent authority to 
notify the recruitment rules, While the recruitment rules 
for the post of Telephonc-cum-Watchroom Operators were 
formulated and sent to the Central Govt, during May, 1977 
for approval, the Ministry of Shipping and Transport, after 
considering the proposal of the Port has communicated 
their decision by letter dated 8-9-77 stating that the Pay 
Commission has recommended that there should be no 
separate cadre of Telephone-cum-Watchroom Operators 
and they should be merged with the cadre of Lower 
Division Clerk. Therefore, it is suggested that the post 
may be merged with the cadre of Lower Division Clerk 
and in such case, the question of framing recruitment rules 
for this post would not arise. Inasmuch as the Central 
Govt, is the authority competent to approve and notify 
the recruitment rules formulated by the subordinate office, 
there is no alternative but to comply with such decision 
of the Central Govt. Under these circumstances, it was 
decided that the post of Telephone-cum-Watchroom 
Operators should be merged with the cadre of Lower 
Division Clerk so as to avoid any administrative as well 
as the cadre management problem at a later date. 
Accordingly, a reference was made to the Govt, by its 
letter dated 3 -1 -78. For that proposal, these five employees 
who were working in the cadre of Telephone-cum- 


Watchroom Operators were appointed on transfer to the 
post of Lower Division Clerk in its letter dated 19-6-1979 
with effect from 15-6-79 as fresh entrance with the 
conditions that this appointment at the date of selection 
to the post of Lower Division Clerk for the purpose of 
determining seniority in the post of Lower Division Clerk 
will be with effect from the date of issue of this order. 
Thus, with reference to the suggestion the Central Govt, 
communicated in the Ministry’s letter dated 8-9-1977 that 
incumbents for the post of Telephone-cum-Watchroom 
Operators were merged by transfer to the post of Lower 
Division Clerk as fresh entrants, considering the interest 
of such employees in an isolated category of post which 
had no promotional avenues. While some of the Unions 
and individuals represented that the service rendered in 
the grade of Telephone-cum-Watchroom Operators should 
be counted towards qualifying period of service for the 
purpose of eligibility for appearing in the departmental 
examination for appointment to the grade of Upper 
Division Clerk, the matter was taken up with the Ministry 
by a letter dated 8-1-80. However, the Ministry by its letter 
dated 25-7-80, communicated their decision stating that 
when the matter was referred to the Department of 
Personnel and Administrative Reforms, they have clarified 
that the post of Telephone Operators have been merged 
with the cadre of Lower Division Clerk, in order to open 
out the avenue of promotion to them. They will count the 
service as Lower Division Clerk only from the date and 
the past period would not count for the promotion to the 
post of Upper Division Clerk. When the matter was raised 
as an industrial dispute by the Tuticorin Port Trust Union 
during 1981-82, Ministry was addressed again, The 
Ministry was requested by their letter dated 31-7-82 to 
reconsider their view contained in their letter dated 25-7- 
1980 and to agree to the proposal of the Port for counting 
of the services rendered in the grade of Telephone-cum- 
Watchroom Operators for the purpose of promotion to the 
grade of Upper Division Clerk. In reply, the Ministry by 
its letter dated 23-3-1983 informed that the request could 
not be acceded to. The issue was taken up again by the 
same Tuticorin Port Trust Union during 1984 as a dispute 
before the Assistant Labour Commissioner (Central). The 
conciliation ended in a failure. The Ministry of Labour 
by their letter dated 7-10-1985 came to the conclusion 
that there was prima-facic no ground for adjudication of 
this matter by the Tribunal, Under the circumstances, the 
Union and the individuals had not made any 
representation in this regard thereafter. However, now the 
Tuticorin Port Trust Organisation has raised the dispute 
on the ground that the incumbents in the grade of 
Telcphone-cum-Watchroom Operators should have been 
redesignated as Lower Division Clerks. During 1979 
instead of treating their appointment to the grade of Lower 
Division Clerk on transfer, the Union had contended that 
the post of Lower Division Clerk could not be filled in by 
transfer, since there are no provisions in the recruitment 
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rules for that post of Lower Division Clerk for appointment 
on transfer, It is submitted that the qualification for the 
post of Telephone-cum-Watchroom Operators prescribed 
in the draft recruitment rules proposed then by the Post 
is, the applicant should have passed matriculation or its 
equivalent, should have one year experience as Telephone 
Operator, training in telephone operation. As far as the 
post of Lower Division Clerk, the qualification prescribed 
in the approved recruitment rules are, that the applicant 
is having atleast matriculation or its equivalent 
qualification and minimum speed of thirty words per 
minute in typewriting. There was no provision in the 
recruitment rules for the post of Lower Division Clerk for 
appointment either on transfer or on redesignation. 
Though there was no provision for appointment of 
Telephone-cum-Watchroom Operators to the grade of 
Lower Division Clerk either on transfer or by re¬ 
designation, the five individuals who were appointed as 
Telephone-cum-Watchroom Operators, with reference to 
the draft recruitment rules for the post of Telephone-cum- 
Watchroom Operators, were appointed as Lower Division 
Clerks w.e.f. 15-6-1979 as fresh entrants only, With 
reference to the suggestion made by the Central Govt 
particularly with a view to provide promotional 
opportunities to them, since the post of Telephone-cum- 
Watchroom Operators was an isolated category of post 
and the incumbents were not appointed with reference to 
the approved recruitment rules. They were not in 
possession of the required qualification in typewriting and 
they were not eligible being considered for appointment 
to the grade of Lower Division Clerk with retrospective 
date as per the approved recruitment rules existing at that 
time. However, they were appointed as Lower Division 
Clerk on transfer with a specific condition that the 
appointment and the date of selection for the post of Lower 
Division Clerk for the purpose of determining the seniority 
in the post of Lower Division Clerk would take effect 
from the date of the order as fresh entrants. They have 
also joined as Lower Division Clerk after accepting the 
terms and conditions of appointment. Their sendees 
rendered in the grade of Telephone-cum-Watchroom 
Operators upto 14-06-1979 were only on ad-hoc basis and 
the Government had also clarified the same by its letter 
dated 25-7-1980 stating that the past service rendered in 
the grade of Telephone-cum-Watchroom Operators on 
adhoc basis could not be counted for promotional purposes. 
The same demand has been again raised as an industrial 
dispute by the Tuticorin Port Trust Employees 
Organisation and that claim of the Petitioner is 
unsustainable- The Port had proposed to adjust those 
Tclcphone-cum-Watchroom Operators against future 
vacancies in the grade of Lower Division Clerk then 
known as TOCC as fresh entrants. It was also proposed 
to create equal number of posts of leading fireman by 
abolishing the post of Telephone-cum-Watchroom 
Operators. Accordingly, the posts of Telephone-cum- 


Watchroom Operators were abolished and five posts of 
leading fireman were created only on 15-6-79. After 
abolition of Telephone-cum-Watchroom Operators, the 
incumbents of the grade of Telephone-cum-Watchroom- 
Operators were appointed to the grade of Lower Division 
Clerk on transfer with effect from 15-06-1979 against the 
existing vacancies as fresh entrants with a specific 
condition that regular appointment on the date of selection 
to the post of Lower Division Clerk for the purpose of 
reckoning their seniority would be with effect from 15- 
06-1979 as applicable to fresh entrants,. The demand has 
been made after lapse of 18 years. It is a belated claim. 
Among the employees of the Port filed a Writ Petition 
No.640/1992 challenging the Board's resolution No.98/ 
1979 regarding relaxation of qualifying period of sendee 
on promotion to higher post in respect of SC/ST 
employees. The said Writ Petition was dismissed by the 
Hon’ble High Court on the ground that the Petitioner 
cannot question the resolution nearly after 15 years. Since 
the transfer of employees in the grade of Telephone-cum- 
Watchroom Operators to the grade of Lower Division 
Clerk was made during the year 1979. particularly, when 
the recruitment rules for the post of Telephone-cum- 
Watchroom Operators were not approved by the Central 
Government and this belated claim to count their service 
in the grade of Telephone-cum-Watchroom Operators for 
the purpose of seniority in the grade of Lower Division 
Cleric has been raised now after 18 years for maintaining 
the seniority with retrospective effect including their ad- 
hoc service rendered in the grade of Telephone-cum- 
Watchroom Operators is not sustainable, as per the orders 
of the Central Government communication in the 
Ministry’s letter dated 9-10-1985. Therefore, this Hon’ble 
Tribunal may be pleased to dismiss the above industrial 
dispute, 

4. When the matter was taken up for enquiry, no 
one was examined on either side as witness. No document 
has been filed on either side as exhibits. The learned 
counsel on either side have advanced their respective 
arguments. 

5. The point for my consideration is— 

“Whether the action of the Management of 
Tuticorin Port Trust in refusing to re-designate 
the five Telephone-cum-Watchroom Operators 
appointed in 1976 as Lower Division Clerks is 
justified? If not, to what relief they are entitled?” 

Point:— 

It is an admitted case that the concerned employees 
M/s. M.Ravindran S.Vergin Datrick. A Silverstar 
Pernando. R. Janardhanan and H. Syed Mvthecn were 
appointed in 1976 as Telephonc-cum-Watchroom 
Operators in the Tuticorin Port Trust. Tuticorin under the 
Management of the 11 Party/Respondent. It is also admitted 
that the said post of Telephone-cum-Watchroom Operator 



7550 


was an isolated category of post operated in the fire station 
only, and it was an isolated cadre without any promotional 
opportunities operated in Port fire service. It is also 
admitted that the pay commission had recommended that 
there should be no separate cadre of Telephone-cum- 
Watchroom Operator and that they should be merged with 
the cadre of Lower Division Clerk. So, the Ministry of 
Surface Transport by its letter dated 8-9-1977 suggested 
that the post of TC WRO may be merged with the post of 
TOCC/Lower Division Clerk. While giving effect to the 
suggestion made by the Ministry by its letter dated 8-9- 
1977 the Port Trust had chosen to maintain the then 
existing incumbents of the post of TCWRO to be adjusted 
against future vacancies of the TOCC as and when 
vacancies arise. It is objected to by the Petitioner Union 
stating that the suggestion was made by the Ministry was 
based on the Pay Commission recommendation as 
accepted by the Ministry and hence, the Ministry and the 
Respondent should have merged the post and should not 
have individually absorbed TCWROs against future 
vacancies and that the merger should be have been 
imminent. It is further contended by the learned counsel 
for the Petitioner that for all practical and legal purposes, 
the entire service rendered by the concerned five 
employees/workman as TCWROs as well as Lower 
Division Clerks should be counted in service for the 
purposes of all subsequent promotions. Otherwise the 
entire service rendered as TCWROs becomes meaningless. 
It is . also contended th?‘ as j -r service norms, it is the 
rule reckon the entire sen ",e, .v>boc or otherwise rendered 
in a cadre for the purpose of seniority and promotion and 
hence, there is no justification for the Respondent in 
refusing to merge the TCWROs in the cadre of Lower 
Division Clerks and five employees are entitled to have 
their entire service counted for all purposes. 

6. The learned counsel for the Respondent/ 
Management contra to this contentions of the Petitioner 
Union would say that while the recruitment rules for the 
post of Telephone-cum-Watchroom Operator were 
formulated by the Port and sent to the Central Govt, for 
approval during May. 1977, the Central Govt, did not 
approve the proposal, but suggested that the post of 
Tclcphone-cum-Watchroom Operator could be merged 
with the cadre of Lower Division Clerk, since the Pay 
Commission had recommended that there should be no 
separate cadre of telephone operator and it should be 
merged with the cadre of Lower Division Clerk, then 
known as TOCC. In response to Ministry's letter dated 8- 
9-1977, the Port had furnished its view by its letter dated 
3-1-1978. In that letter, it was stated that the post of 
Tclcphone-cum-Watchroom Operator have been created 
for fire service of the Port on the pattern obtained in 
Madras Port Trust. The existing incumbents of the post 
will be adjusted against future vacancies of the TOCCs 
and redesignated as such as and when vacancies in the 
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cadre of TOCCs arise and transferred out from the fire 
service. When such transfer takes place, it will be 
necessary to post persons to the fire service, to look after 
these duties. 

For this purpose, it is proposed to create equal 
number of posts of leading firemen to perform the duties 
of Telephone-cum-Watchroom Operators as the 
incumbents of the posts have to work in close liaison with 
other staff of fire service. This arrangement will avoid 
frequent transfers to other departments and consequently 
there will not be any difficulty in maintaining standard of 
discipline expected by the fire service. Thus, the Port had 
prepared to adjust those Telephone-cum-Watchroom 
Operators against the future vacancies in the grade of 
Lower Division Clerk then known as TOCC as fresh 
entrant’s-. As per the proposal, the post of Telephone- 
cum-Watchroom Operators were abolished and five posts 
of leading firemen were created only on 15-6-1979. After 
that the incumbents were appointed to the grade of Lower 
Division Clerk on transfer w.e.f. 15-6-1979 against the 
existing vacancies as fresh entrants which specifically said 
that their regular appointment and the date of selection to 
the post of Lower Division Clerk for the purpose of 
reckoning their seniority would be w.e.f. 
15-6-1979 as applicable to fresh entrants. It is further 
submitted by the learned counsel for the Respondent/ 
Management that the claim of the Union that the said 
five workmen should have been re-designated as Lower 
Division Clerk w.e.f. the date of their appointment as 
Telephone-cum-Watchroom Operators on transferring 
them to the post of Lower Division Clerk was in 
contravention of recruitment rules. But there are no 
provisions in the recruitment rules for the post of Lower 
Division Clerk for appointment either by transfer or from 
other grades or by re-designation of employees from other 
grades. So, one such claim made by the union is not 
justifiable with reference to the provisions of recruitment 
rules for the post of Lower Division Clerk existing at that 
time. Further, the Central Govt, had clarified that they 
will count their service as Lower Division Clerk only from 
the date of appointment as Lower Division Clerk. The 
Central Govt, is the authority competent to make or 
approve the recruitment rules. The qualifications 
prescribed for the post of Telephonc-cum-Watchroom 
Operators and Lower Division Clerk and duties and 
responsibilities attached to those two posts are not 
identical. The post of Lower Division Clerk is a Ministerial 
post involving clerical duties and having sufficient 
promotional opportunities upto the level of Deputy 
Secretary, whereas, the post of Telephone-cum-Watchroom 
Operators was an isolated category of post operated in 
fire station only. Though there are no provisions for 
appointment of these five workmen to the grade of Lower 
Division Clerk either by transfer or by re- designation, 
they were appointed as Lower Division Clerk as fresh 
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entrant only with a view to bring them out of an isolated 
cadre, which had no promotional opportunity and with 
reference to the direction of the Central Govt., which 
is the authority' competent to formulate and approve 
the recruitment rules. When the proposal was sent to 
the Central Govt, stating that the five incumbents will 
be adjusted against future vacancies the Central Govt, 
by its letter dated 25-7-80 clarified that they would 
count service as Lower Division Clerk from the date 
of appointment. That suggestion was made by the 
Respondent/Management to the Ministry was only in 
the interest of those employees. In such circumstances, 
fixation of pay under F. R. 22(c) which is applicable 
to in case of promotion on higher posts had not arisen. 

7. A perusal of the connected records filed along 
with the Counter Statement clearly' shows that the stand 
taken by the Respondent/Management in this dispute 
against the claim made by the union on behalf of the 
concerned five workmen is correct. When the Central 
Govt, by its letter dated 25-7-80 had clarified that these 
five workmen sendee would count as Lower Division 
Clerk from the date of appointment, no legal steps has 
been taken by the Union then itself to challenge the 
said decision of the Central Govt, as illegal and 
unjustifiable. 

8. It is also the contention of the Respondent/ 
Management that the five Telephonc-cum-Watchroom 
Operators were appointed only on adhoc basis with 
reference to the provisions contained in the draft 
recruitment rules. It is further contended by the 
Respondcnl/Management that only in compliance with 
the instructions of the Central Govt, it was decided 
that the staff in the cadre of Telephone-cum- 
Walchroom Operators should be merged with the cadre 
of Lower Division Clerk so as to avoid any 
administrative as well as cadre management problem 
at a later date and in compliance with the instructions 
of the Central Govt, all the incumbents in the grade of 
Telephonc-cum-Watchroom Operators were appointed 
to the post of Lower Division Clerk on transfer with 
effect from 15-06-1979 as fresh entrants with the 
specific condition that their regular appointment and 
the date of selection to the post of Lower Division Clerk 
for the purpose of reckoning their seniority in the grade 
of Lower Division Clerk would be w.e.f. 15-06-1979. 
The Govt, also had clarified that the past service in 
the grade of Telephonc-cum-Watchroom Operators a 
separate category' of post could not be counted for the 
purpose of promotion to the grade of Upper Division 
Clerk . Upto 14-6-79, the incumbents performed their 
duty in fire station only. Hence, the claim to redesignate 
them as Lower Division Clerk with retrospective effect 
is not maintainable. All these contentions of the 
Respondent/Management as advanced by way of an 


argument by the learned counsel for the Respondent/ 
Management are tenable and acceptable on the facts 
and circumstances of this case. 

9. Further, as it is mentioned in the Counter 
Statement itself, the claim has been made after a lapse 
of 18 years and it is a belated claim. The Hon’blc 
High Court has passed an order in the Writ Petition 
No. 640/1992 stating that “the Petitioner in that Writ 
Petition cannot question the resolution of the Board 
passed in 1979 regarding relaxation of qualifying 
period of service for promotion to higher posts in 
respect of SC/ST employees cannot be questioned 
nearly after 15 years". The said decision of the Hon’ble 
High Court is squarely applicable to the present belated 
claim made by the Petitioner Union. It is also not 
disputed that the Central Govt, has rejected the claim 
of the Union for the seniority of these five workmen 
from the date of their initial appointment as Telephone- 
cum-Watchroom Operators by its letter dated 25-07- 
1980. It is seen from the facts available in this case 
that these five workmen were transferred to the grade 
of Lower Division Clerk, on abolition of the post of 
Telephone-cum-Watchroom Operators held by them 
w.e.f. 15-6-1979 as fresh entrants and their 
appointment in the grade of Telephone-cum- 
Watchroom Operators was on ad-hoc basis pending 
approval of the recruitment rules by the Central Govt. 
So, the Petitioner Union’s claim for maintaining 
seniority with retrospective effect including their ad- 
hoc service in the grade of Telephone-cum-Watchroom 
Operators is not sustainable, as per the orders of the 
Central Govt, communicated in the Ministry' of Labour 
in the letter dated 9-10-1995. The Respondent/ 
Management’s reliance on this order of the Central 
Govt, is perfectly justified. Under such circumstances, 
it can be easily held that the action of the Management 
of Tuticorin Port Trust in refusing to redesignate the 
five Telephone-cum-Watchroom Operators appointed 
in 1976 as Lower Division Clerks is justified. Hence, 
they are not entitled to any relief as prayed for by the 
Petitioner Union in the Claim Statement. Thus, the 
point is answered accordingly. 

10. In the result, an Award is passed holding that 
an award is passed holding that the action of the 
management of Tuticorin Port Trust in refusing to 
redesignate the five Telephone-cum-Watchroom 
Operators appointed in 1976 as Lower Division Clerks 
is justified. Hence, those workmen are not entitled to 
the relief prayed for bv the Petitioner Union. No Cost. 

(Dictated to the Stenographer, transcribed and 
typed by-him, corrected and pronounced by me in the 
open court on this day the 19th September, 2001.) 

K. KARTHIKEYAN. Presiding Officer 
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Witnesses Examined : 


On either side : 

None 

Documents Marked : 


On either side : 

Nil 
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New Delhi, the 29th November, 2001 

S.O. 3413.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court, 
Nagpur as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of WCL and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 
28-11-2001. 

[No. L-22012/76/96-IR (C-II)] 
N.P. KESAVAN, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, NAGPUR, 

PRESENT SHRI B.G. SAXENA, PRESIDING 
OFFICER. 

REFERENCE NO: CGIT : 169/2000 
THE SUB AREA MANAGER, W.C.L. 

AND 

SMT. RATNAMALA KISTAYA 
AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour, 
New Delhi, by exercising the powers conferred by 
Clause (d) of Sub-section (1) and Sub-section 2(A) of 


Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 has 
referred this dispute for adjudication vide order No. 
L-22012/76/96-IR(C-II) dated : 11/15-07-97 on the 
following schedule. 

SCHEDULE 

“ Whether the action of the management of 
Chanda Rayatvvari Colliery of WCL, Distt. 
Chandrapur in dismissing Smt. Ratnamala Kistaya. 
Ex-General Mazdoor, Chanda Rayatwari Colliery, 
w.e.f, 12-12-92 is legal and justified? If not to what 
relief is the workman entitled and from which date?" 

The schedule sent with the reference order shows 
that Smt. Ratnamala. Kistaya was dismissed from 
service on 12-12-92. She had submitted Statement of 
Claim on C.G.I.T. Court No-1 at Mumbai on 
30-09-97 claiming that she has been wrongly dismissed 
and was harassed by the Sub Area Manager of Chanda 
Rayatwari Sub Area. 

The management of WCL submitted Written 
Statement on 10-09-98 and contested the case. The 
management had mentioned in the Written Statement 
that the workman had been disobeying the orders of 
his superior officers. She had also abused her superior 
officer on 03-09-92 and 05-09-92. 

The workman has submitted affidavit in this 
Court through her advocate D C. Nauwarkar, advocate 
on 07-12-2000. After that 22-01-01, 09-02-01, 09-03- 
01, 27-03-01, 01-05-01, 11-05-01, 04-06-01, 02-07-01, 
01-08-01, 24-09-01, 10-10-01, and 05-11-01 were fixed 
for cross examination of witness and arguments. 

The workman did not turn up for cross 
examination. Her advocate is not also appearing since 
11-05-01. 

In view of the above facts the workman has not 
turned up to contest the case. Her counsel is also 
avoiding to appear in the Court. The advocate also did 
not prefer to argue the case for workman. 

The reference is therefore disposed of for want 
of prosecution, 

The counsel for the management is present, 

ORDER 

The reference is disposed of for want of 
prosecution. 

B. G, SAXENA, Presiding Officer 

Dated 05-11-2001. 
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New Delhi, the 29th November, 2001 

S. O. 3414.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Central 
Government industrial Tribunal/Labour Court Nagpur as 
shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute be¬ 
tween the employers in relation to the management of 
WCL and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 28-11-2001. 

[No. L-22012/46/99-tR (C-ll)] 

N.P KESAVAN, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, 

NAGPUR 

PRESENT SHRI B.G. SAXENA, PRESIDING 
OFFICER. 

Reference No, CGIT : 80/2000 
THE SUB AREA MANAGER. W.C.L. 

AND 

RATANPAL PRALHAD LOKHANDE 
AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour, New 
Delhi by exercising the powers conferred by Clause (d) 
of Sub Section (1) and Sub Section (2 A) of Section 10 
of ihe Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 has referred this 
dispute for Adjudication vide order No. L-22012/46/99/ 
IR(CM-II) dated : 03-08-99 on the following schedule. 

SCHEDULE 

"Whether the action of the management of namely 
Sub Area Manager. New Majri Open Cast Mine of 
WCL, PO : Shivjinagar. Distt. Chandrapur in 
terminating the services of Shri Ratanpal Pralhad 
Lokhande, Ex-Motor Mechanic, New Majri Open 
Cast Mine, is legal, proper and justified? If not, to 
what relief the workman is entitled and from which 


date? What other directions are necessary in the 
matter?" 

The workman Ratanpal Pralhad Lokhande 
had submitted his Statement of Claim in C.G.I.T 
Court No. II at Mumbai. The workman has claimed 
that he was working in WCL as E-Motor Mechani¬ 
cal since March, 1990. On 25-06-95 he fell ill so he 
went to his village Naivargaon which is three km. 
from Nainpur, Distt. Chandrapur. The management 
issued Chargesheet to him on 19-08-95. The en¬ 
quiry set up against him on 06-10-95. The Enquiry 
Officer J.S. Sayare fixed enquiry for 28-10-95. He 
concluded the enquiry and submitted report to com¬ 
petent authority. The service of the workman was 
terminated by CGM vide order dated 24-02-96. The 
workman has claimed reinstatement on the ground 
that the enquiry was conducted exparte and he had 
no knowledge about the above enquiry. 

In the Written Statement filed by the man¬ 
agement of WCL through sub Area Manager, New 
Majri Open Cast Sub Area.WCLTD dated 29-10- 
99 it is mentioned that the workman had been 
absenting front duty from 19-12-93 and Chargesheet 
was given to him on 23-04-94. Though the expla¬ 
nation given by the workman was not satisfactory, 
he was allowed to join duty pending enqiry vide 
letter dated 31-05-94. 

Again the workman started remaining absent 
front 264)5-95 and he did not inform managcmcnl 
about the reason of his absence. 

The management waited for returning of the 
workman on duty for about three months. When he 
did not trun up another Chargesheet N 0 ..WCL/M- 
OCM/Manager/Personal/95/384 dated 19-08-95 
was issued to the workman. 

The workman had left his residence which 
was in premises of Coalliery on 26-05-95 and did 
not inform the management as to where he was 
going. Thus no address of the workman was avail¬ 
able except his home address mentioned by him in 
Form-B Register. The Chargesheet was sent to the 
workman on this address. The information regard¬ 
ing the setting up of the enquiry' and the fixation of 
the dates of enquiry was also sent to the workman 
on the home address given by him in Form-B Reg¬ 
ister. 

When the workman did not turn up to at¬ 
tend enquiry and did not furnish any address to the 
management as to where he was living since 
26-06-95, the enquiry was concluded and the dis¬ 
missal order was passed on 24-02-% i.e. after nearly' 
eight months. 
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The workman and the management have sub¬ 
mitted documentary evidence. The workman 
Ratanpal P. Lokhande was also examined in the 
Court and his cross examination was recorded on 
26-03-01. The management examined J.S. Sayare, 
Personal Manager and he was cross examined on 
14-05-01. Both the parties closed their evidence. 

Both the parties have submitted their Written 
Arguments. S.R. Pendre the representative of the 
workman argued the case From the side of man¬ 
agement of WCL Shri D C. Gupta, personal Man¬ 
ager argued the case for the management. 

I have considered the entire Oral and Docu¬ 
mentary evidence on record. The workman Ratanpal 
Pralhad Lokhande admitted in his cross examina¬ 
tion that he is educated upto Class-XI. He can read 
and write Hindi. He can also read English, The 
workman admitted that he had himself furnished 
the address which is noted in Form-B. He further 
says that he remained ill form 26-06-95 to 26-2-96 
i.e. for eight months. He did not inform the man¬ 
agement of the Coalliery of WCL where he was 
posted, about his illness during the period of above 
eight months. 

The workman also admitted that he did not 
send any Medical Certificate of his illness to the 
Sub Area Manager. He also admits that he has not 
filed any medical Certificate in this Court to show 
that he remained ill form 26-6-95 to 26-2-96. He 
has also not mentioned in his affidavit as to where 
he took the treatment for his illness. The workman 
also did not mention form which disease he was 
suffering for the eight months. 

The workman further admits that he raised 
the dispute before ALC, Chandrapur in June, 98 
i.e. after two years and four months from the date 
of his dismissal. 

The statement of Shri J.S. Savarc, Enquiry 
Officer shows that he was appointed Enquiry Of¬ 
ficer vide order dated 6-10-95. He had sent notice 
to the workman by Registered post on the address 
which was given by the workman in the Service 
Book on Form-B Register, On the envelope the 
Postal Department reported that the workman was 
not living on that address. The Postal Department 
also informed that he had gone out to an unknown 
address. It is further mentioned by J.S. Sayare in 
the affidavit that the where about of the workman 
were not known. He completed the enquiry on 
28-10-95. In cross examination this witness has 
stated that the Chargesheet was sent to the work¬ 
man through Register letter on 19-8-95. The infor¬ 
mation regarding the appointment of Enquiry 


Officer was sent to the workman on 17-10-95. This 
witness further says that on 15-2-96 workman 
Ratanpal P. Lokhande came in his office at New 
Majri Sub Area and had received the copy of the 
documents of the enquiry proceedings and the find¬ 
ing of the enquiry report from his office. 

From the above statement of the witness J.S. 
Sayare it is evident that the workman did not report 
for duty even on 15-2-96. the workman also did not 
submit any Medical Certificate of his illness to the 
sub Area Manager showing that he remained ill 
from 26-6-95 to 26-2-96 as mentioned by him in 
his statement in the Court on 26-3-01. He did not 
file any appeal against the enquiry proceedings. 

From the above evidence it is therefore clear 
that the workman Ratanpal P. Lokhande absented 
himself from duty from 25-05-95 as mentioned by 
him in Statement of Claim. The workman has men¬ 
tioned in his Statement of Claim that on 
25-05-95 he fell ill. As there was no other male 
member in his family, he went to his native village 
Nainpur, Tah: Sindewahi, Distt Chandrapur. The 
workman did not inform the office of Sub Area 
Manager that he had fallen ill on 25-5-95 and he is 
going to his home town. Thus it is evident that the 
workman is educated upto Class-XI. He can very 
well read and write Hindi, He was therefore having 
sufficient knowledge of Hindi and he could write 
letter to the management of WCL Sub Area Man¬ 
ager about his illness. 

The workman therefore himself absented from 
his duty and did not appear in the Enquiry Pro¬ 
ceedings. 

The workman has not submitted any Medical 
Certificate to show in this Court as well that he re¬ 
mained ill from 26-6-95 to 26-2-96. 

It is therefore clear that the workman has no 
evidence with him to show that he remained ill for 
eight months. There is no evidence to show that he 
was suffering from any such illness that he was un¬ 
able to report for duty for eight months. He was not 
admitted in any hospital for taking treatment for his 
illness. In the above circumstances the order of termi¬ 
nation of his service was legal, proper and justified. 

The enquiry was conducted according to rules 
and principle of natural justice. The Enquiry Of¬ 
ficer has recorded his finding on the basis of docu¬ 
mentary evidence which was produced before him 
during the enquiry. 

If the workman himself did not furnish the 
address as to where he was living for about eight 
months, the management cannot be blamed for it. 
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In the above circumstances the workman is 

not entitled to any relief. Issue No. 1 to 4 are de¬ 
cided accordingly. 

ORDER 

The action of the management of namely Sub-Area 
Manager, New Majri Open Cast Mine of WCL, PO : 
Shivjinagar, Distt. : Chandrapur in ter minating the 
service of Shri Ratanpal Pralhad Lokhande, E-Motor 
Mechanic New Majri Open Cast Mine is legal, proper 
and justified. 

The workman is not entitled to any relief claimed 
by him. 

No other directions are necessary in this matter. 

The reference is answered accordingly. 

Dated : 

B.G. SAXENA, Presiding Officer 
4$ 29 W47, 2001 

^TT.OT. 3415.—faqis arfftpFR, 1947 (1947 
14) 4ft 4TTT 17 % ft, ftv3ft47TC4>rc T(7T. t 7ft. 

MCI. % 3(4444 % 7143* fftftfanft ftfft ftr 

ftH atgftv ft* afhajpFH firon; ft 
fttfttftT4t 3lfft4iW9R HHIJJt % ftw 4ft 

4i7tft t, ftt ftFSffa 7174iR 4ft 28-11-2001 4ft W0 ’gan *TT | 

[ft. T2T?T-22012/78/2000-3#STT7 (ftt-II)] 

•ji.ftf. ftr4i arftrasrft 

New Delhi, the 29th November, 2001 

S. O. 3415.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court Nagpur 
as shown in the Anncxure in the Industrial Dispute 
between the employers in relation to the management of 
SECL and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 28-11-2001. 

[No. L-22012/78/2000-IR (C-II)l 
N,P. KESAVAN, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 

INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, AT NAGPUR 

PRESENT : SHRI B.G. SAXENA, PRESIDING 

OFFICER. 

Reference No. CGIT : 285/2000 
THE GENERAL AREA MANAGER. S.E.C.L. 


AND 

SHRI RAM MANOHAR 
AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour, New 
Delhi by exercising the powers conferred by Clause (d) of 
Sub Section (1) and Sub Section (2 A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 has referred this dispute 
for adjudication vide order No. L-22012/78/2000/IR(CM- 
II) dated: 18-09-2000 on the following schedule. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the General Manager, 
Sohagpur Area of SECL, PO : Dhanpuri, Distt. 
Shahdol (MP) in terminating the services of Shri 
Ram Manohar, Timberman, Chachai U.G. Mine 
of SECL w.e.f. 29-03-94 is legal and justified? If 
not, to what relief the workman is entitled?" 

This reference was received from Ministry of 
Labour, New Delhi in Sept., 2000. Notices were is¬ 
sued to both the parties and the case was adjourned 
to 06-11-2000 and 18-12-2000, The representative 
of the management appeared and submitted autho¬ 
rity letter on 18-12-2000. 

Nobody appeared from the side of the workman 
Ram Manohar. Neither the workman nor any rep¬ 
resentative of his union appeared to contest the 
case. On 01-02-01 Registered Notice was again 
sent to Ram Manohar. The case was adjourned to 
23-03-01, 17-05-01, 11-07-01. 21-08-01, 
20-09-01 and 01-11-01. On all these dates the 
workman remained absent and did not turn up 
though Registered Notice was sent to the work¬ 
man Ram Manohar again on 11-07-01. On the 
envelope, the Post Office has reported on 
19-07-01 that the workman Ram Manohar is not 
living on the address given by the management on 
11-07-01. The General Secretary of the Union, 
Koyla Mazdoor Sabha also did not appear to 
contest the case for the workman. 

More than one year has passed but the workman 
has not submitted any Statement of Claim, 

Today the application was moved by the manage¬ 
ment that nine opportunities have been given to the 
workman Ram Manohar to file the Statement of 
Claim. Neither the workman has appeared nor any 
representative of the workman appeared to submit 
the Statement of Claim. 

In view of the above facts that no Statement of 
Claim has not been filed by the workman in sup¬ 
port of his dispute, the reference is disposed of for 
want of prosecution, 


3707 GI/2001—16 
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ORDER 


Ram Manohar. workman did not submit any 
Statement of Claim either through any advocate or any 
representative of his union. The workman during the 
last one year did not appear personally to submit any State¬ 
ment of Claim, hence the reference is disposed of for 
want of prosecution. 

B.G. SAXENA, Presiding Officer 
M 29 2001 

oFtT.33T. 3416.—1947 (1947 
^it 14) *3T7T 17 ai;jw u i w°t)K ytr TTf. 331^. 

^ 7T5T2* 33^7 <ji4> ^, 
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3tffiW TJ l/9nT HHI^t % W ^ %, 

# 28-11-2001 ^ TTFtrjaTt «n I 

[73. 17?T-22012/181/2000-33T^33R (TTp-Il)] 

Tpt.Tft. %wt, arftwifl 

New Delhi, the 29th November, 2001 

S. O. 3416.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court Nagpur 
as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute 
between the employers in relation to the management of 
FCI and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 28-11-2001. 

[No. L-22012/181/2000-IR (C-II)] 

N.P. KESAVAN, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, NAGPUR 

PRESENT : SHRI B.G. SAXENA, PRESIDING 
OFFICER 

Reference No. CGIT : 14/2001 

THE DISTRICT MANAGER, FOOD CORPORATION 
OF INDIA 

AND 

SHRI RAMDAYAL SINGH 
AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour, New 
Delhi by exercising the powers conferred by Clause (d) 
of Sub Section (1) and Sub Section (2 A) of Section 
10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 has referred this 


dispute for adjudication vide order No. L-22012/181/ 
2000/IR (C-Il) dated : 05-03-2001 on the following 
schedule. 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the Management of FCI, in 
transferring Shri Ramdayal Singh, (not a member 
of FCI Workers Union) from Bihar to Gondia Re¬ 
gion in contravention of the bipartite settlement 
dated 24-05-84 is is legal and justified?" 

AND 

"Whether the action of the union in resorting to 
stoppage of work/strike from 21 -02-2000 to 24-02- 
2000 (four days) without giving notice of strike is 
legal and justified? If not, to what relief the man¬ 
agement or the union are entitled to?" 

This reference has been sent by Government of 
India, Ministry of Labour, New Delhi on the dispute 
raised by Secretary/President. Food Corporation of 
India Workers' Union, Ajni. Representative of the FCI 
Workers' Union moved application for adjournment 
on 04-05-01. The case was adjourned to 25-06-01. 
On 22-05-01 the application was moved by Shri 
Niranjan Das, President, FCI Worker's Union that this 
union is only concerned with the dispute over the is¬ 
sue of transfer of Ramdayal Singh, workman from 
Bihar to Gondia (Maharashtra). The union has no 
concern with the issue of non-payment of wages to 
Ramdayal Singh which is his individual dispute. 

On 10-08-01 Raghuraj Singh, Secretary, FCI 
Workers’ Union moved application that in the conciliation 
proceedings it was agreed by the FCI management not to 
press the issue of joining of Shri Ramdayal Singh, Sardar 
at FSD, Gondia and the representative of the workmen 
also agreed to maintain peace and resort to constitutional 
methods only for redressal of their grievances. 

In view of the agreement between the parties the 
reference has become infractuous and may be dismissed. 
On 05,10,01 the workman, Ramdayal Singh appeared in 
the Court and represented that he does not want to get the 
case transfered from CGIT, Nagpur to CGIT, Calcutta. 

On 23.10.01 the counsel for workman A,P. Raghute 
appeared in the Court and wrote on the Ordersheet that 
the workman is not interested in proceeding further with 
the case and the reference be disposed of The counsel 
also represented that the workman does not want to submit 
any Statement of Claim, 

In view of the above facts the workman is not 
disputing the issue of his transfer from Bihar to Gondia. 
The workman Ramdayal Singh is not interested in 
submitting any Statement of Claim and to contest the case 
further. 

In view of the above facts the reference should be 
disposed of for want of prosecution. 
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ORDER 

The reference is disposed of for want of prosecution 
as the workman’s Advocate has represented that the 
dispute has been settled between the workman and the 
management. 

The workman Ram Dayal Singh is therefore not 
entitled to any relief. 

B.G, SAXENA, Presiding Officer 
M 29 2001 

3KT.31T. 3417.—f*WI<; affftfftET, 1947 (1947 
9>T14) URT17 %ft, ^^0*1 TJ’P. ftj. apt 
% yftritPf % ft*T£ f'pff'SWf ftfa ahftfruT ft> 

ftfyspjfttr ft fttsJHftdi ft 
aflulPPb 3lftraS‘W9r*T % 9^15 yehlfvm 

f, ■ail W'4iR 95) 28-11-2001 95) vtrt 'J'STT 9T I 
[ft. RSI-42011 (4)/79-I-II (aft)] 
9/1.ft). 3rfV95lft 

New Delhi the 29th November, 2001 
S.O. 3417 —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribun al / Labour Court Kolkata 
as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute 
between the employers in relation to the management of 
FCI and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 28-11-200] 

[No. L-42011(4)/79-I. 11(B)] 
N. P. KESAVAN, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL 
AT KOLKATA 
Reftreny ; N q , j ?4 q f [ (J80 
Parties : Employers in relation to the management 
of F.C.I. 

AND 

Their workmen 
Present: 

MR. lustice Bharat Prasad Sharma 
.Presiding Officer 

Apperance : 

On belalf of Mr. P C. Roy, Deputy Manager 

Management (Personnel) 

On behalf of None 

Workmen. 

State : West Bsengal Industry : Food Coropn. 
AWARD 

By Order No.L-42011(4)/79-I.II(B) dated 11 April. 
1980 the Central Government in exercise of its powers 
under saction 10(1 )(d) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 194 7 
referred the following dispute to this Tribunal for adjudi¬ 
cation ; 


“Whether the action of the Food Corporation of 
India, 16-20, Barakhamba Lane, New Delhi, in amend¬ 
ing the Staff Regulations, 1971 to provide for direct re¬ 
cruitment of Assistant Managers (General/Depots) is 
legal, proper and justified in the circumstances ? If not. 
to what relief are the employees entitled ?” 

2. When the matter is taken-up today, representa¬ 
tive of the management states that the present referenci 
has been quashed by the Hon’ble Calcutta High Court in 
C.O. No. 6292(W) of 1983. He also files a copy of the 
order of the Hon’ble High Court as reported in 2000(2) 
C.H.N. 727 and prays for disposal of the reference ac¬ 
cordingly. 

3. It has been held by the Hon’ble High Court that 
the reference to the Tribunal was incompetent and quashed 
the reference. In this view of the matter, the present refer¬ 
ence is disposed of in terms of the order of the Hon’ble 
High Court of Calcutta. 

B.P SHARMA, Presiding Officer 

Dated, Kolkata, 

The 7th November, 2001. 

M 29 W9T, 2001 

W.3IT. 3418.—3ft^Pl9>fa9iqaftftfWT, 1947 (1947 
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[ft. TJtf-22012/187/20OO-O#¥TR (ft)-ll)] 
TpT.ft). ftifiq-t, 13795 3tfW0 
New Delhi, the 29th November. 2001 

S.O. 3418.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947). the Central 
Governmertt hereby publishes the award of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal / Labour Court Chennai 
as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute 
between the employers in relation to the management of 
FCI and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 28-11-2001. 

[No. L-22012/187/2000-IR(C-II)] 
N. P. KESAVAN. Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM -LABOUR COURT. CHENNAI 

Wednesday, the 21st Nov ember. 2001 

Present: K. KARTHIKEYAN. Presiding Officer 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO. 579/2001 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under 
clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of 
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Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947( 14 of 
1947), between Sri M.Singaravelu and the Management 
of Food Corporation of India , Chennai.) 

Between 

The Regional Secretary,: I Party/Claimant Food 
Corporation of India Employees 

Union, Chennai. 

AND 

The Senior Regional Manager, : II Party/ 
Management Food Corporation of India , Chennai, 

Appearance: 

For the Claimant: Unrepresented. 

For the Management: Sri M.Imthiyas,Advocate 

The Govt, of India, Ministry of Labour in exercise 
of powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) and 
sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of Industrial Dispute Act, 

1947 (14 of 1947), have referred the concerned Industrial 
Dispute for adjudication vide Order No.L-22012/187/ 
2000-IR(C-II) dated 16.04.2001. 

On receipt of records from the Ministry of Labour, 
Govt of India, the case has been taken on file as ID, No. 
579/2001 and notices were sent to the Regional Secretary 
for the 1 Party/Union and the Senior Regional Manager 
for the II Party/Management, with a direction to appear 
before this Tribunal on 15 05 7001 and to file the Claim 
Statement as well as the r ow -iter Statement respectively. 

The notices sent by this Tribunal by Registered Post 
with acknowledgement due directing both the parties to 
appear before this Tribunal on 15,05.2001 were duly 
served on them and the concerned postal 
acknowledgement has been received by this Tribunal On 
15 5.2001. (he I Party/Union Representative, the Regional 
Secretary of Food Corporation of India Employees Union. 
Chennai and the II Party/Management representative Mr 
K Prakasam. Assistant Manager appeared. On request of 
the 1 Party/Claimant, the Regional Secretary' of the Union, 

I he case was adjourned to 8.6.2001. granting time till then 
for the I Parly/Union to file their Claim Statement. 
Subsequently, though the case has been adjourned to 
various dates and posted as last chance on 31.7.2001 for 
the I Party/Union to file their Claim Statement. In none 
of the hearings, the Petitioner Union representative has 
chosen to present and file Claim Statement on behalf of 
the I Party/Union. But on all those days, the II Party/ 
Management representative alone was present. Having 
seen that the 1 Party/Union evinced no interest to file a 
Claim Statement and to prosecute this case for this 
Tribunal to adjudicate this industrial dispute and the 
representative of the II Party/Management alone was 
present, the II Party/Management was informed to make 
their representation in respect of this industrial dispute 
raised against them and the matter was adjourned to 


16.08.2001. At the request of the counsel for the II Party/ 
Management, time was extended for filing the statement 
of objection by the II Party/Management for the claim of 
the I Party/Union mentioned in the referred industrial 
dispute. On 17.9.2001, statement of objection by the II 
Party/Management has been filed, On the subsequent 
hearing, the xerox copy of the II party/Management Staff 
Regulation and Bye Laws of the Food Corporation of India 
Employees Union have been filed. Then the arguments 
advanced by the learned counsel for the II Party/ 
Management objecting to the relief claimed by the I Party/ 
Union in the industrial dispute mentioned in the Schedule 
of Reference was heard. 

The matter was stood over for my consideration till 
this date, and on perusal of the relevant records. Ministry’s 
order of reference as an industrial dispute between the 
parties and after considering the objections of the II Party/ 
Management mentioned in detail in the statement of 
objections and the two documents filed by them and after 
considering the arguments advanced by the learned 
counsel for the II Party/Management, this Tribunal has 
passed the following :— 

AWARD 

The Industrial Dispute referred to in the above order 
of reference by the Central Govt, for adjudication by this 
Tribunal is as follows:— 

“Whether non-regularisation and termination of Sri 
M.Singaravelu by the management of Food Corporation 
of India, Chennai is legal and justified? If not, to what 
relief the workman is entitled?” 

2. The I Party/Food Corporation of India Employees 
Union has raised this dispute through its Regional 
Secretary espousing the cause of the concerned workman 
Sri M. Singaravelu and thereby questioned the validity of 
action of the II Party/ Management/Food Corporation of 
India, Chennai in non-regularising the service of the 
concerned workman and also the termination of the 
concerned workman’s service. As per the Schedule of 
Reference of this industrial dispute, the I Party/Union 
has stated that the said action of the II Party/ 
Management against the concerned workman Sri M. 
Singaravelu is illegal and unjustified But inspite of 
sufficient opportunities have been given by granting 
two and half months time by adjourning this case to 
various dates of hearing, the 1 Party/Union has not 
chosen to file their claim on behalf of the aggrieved 
workman Sri M. Singaravelu in respect of this referred 
industrial dispute, 

3. The Respondent/Management has filed a 
statement of objections alleging that the action of the 
Management in terminating the services of the concerned 
workman Sri M. Singaravelu from the sendee of the 
Respondent/Management is valid and justified, 
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4. The point for my consideration is— 

“Whether the action of the II Party/Management 
of Food Corporation of India,Chennai in terminating 
the services of Sri M-Singaravelu is legal and justified? 
If not to what relief the concerned workman is 
entitled?” 

Point:— 

Inspite of several opportunities were given to the I 
Party/Union, they have not chosen to file their Claim 
Statement in respect of the dispute they have raised against 
the II Party/Managejnent as it is referred to in the Schedule 
of Reference by the Ministry of Labour by its order dated 
16.4 2001. The II Party/Management alone has filed 
statement of objection for the relief claimed by the I Party/ 
Union on behalf of the concerned workman mentioned as 
an industrial dispute in the Schedule of Reference. As it 
is seen from the statement of objection filed by the II Party/ 
Management the concerned workman Sri M. Singaravelu 
for whom this industrial dispute has been raised by the I 
Party/Union for regularisation of his service and also 
reinstatement of the concerned workman by the 
Respondent/Management since the concerned workman 
has been terminated from service. The concerned 
workman was working as a Scavenger in the II Party 
Organisation. As per the rules and regulations of the 
Union, the permanent employees of Food Corporation of 
India alone can become a member of the I Party/Union 
The concerned employee Sri M. Singaravelu is not a 
permanent employee of the Food Corporation of India and 
no appointment order has been issued by the Respondent/ 
Management to the concerned workman Sri M. 
Singaravelu . In view of this fact, the 1 Party/Union has 
no loco standi to maintain the dispute of the workman Sri 
M. Singaravelu. the concerned workman was engaged as 
scavenger as and when required in Food storage Depot at 
Thanjavur. The above depot was running a higher godown 
and the same was de-hired on 20.8.99. Tn view of that 
there was no necessity for engaging part-time scavenger 
and hence the services of the concerned workman Sri 
M.Singaravelu was not utilised anymore by the II Party/ 
Management. Further there is no sanctioned post of 
Scavenger in Food Corporation of India and the concerned 
workman was engaged only as a part-time worker as 
scavenger as and when required and there was no order 
of appointment issued to him. Hence, there is no question 
of regularisation of his service as a scavenger in the 
Respondent/Management. As per circular issued by the 
Headquarters of the II Party/Management dated 2.5.86 
no casual labour is to be engaged after the cut off date on 
2.5.86. The recruitment of staff in Food Corporation of 
India is governed by rules and regulations. Since Sri M. 
Singaravelu was engaged as part-time worker for the work 
scavenging as and when such service was required, he 
cannot claim any permanent post, since there is no post 


of scavenger in Food Corporation of India . In view of 
this and in the absence of any statement has been filed by 
way of claim by the I Party/Union on behalf of the 
concerned workman, this industrial dispute has to be 
dismissed as devoid of merits. 

5. It is seen from the two documents filed by the 
II Party/Management as FCI Staff Regulation 
regarding post and general administration cadre, there 
is no sanctioned post for the IHParty/Management in 
the category of Scavenger but there is a sanctioned 
post of Sweeper Labour/cleaning gang, godown 
watchman, stitcher, dusting operator, picker etc. No 
category of scavenger is mentioned in the list of staff 
in that document. The 2™ 1 document is the xerox copy 
of the bye-laws of the Food Corporation of India 
Employees Union. It is clearly stated that any employee 
of the Food Corporation of India in any capacity below 
the level of Deputy Manager, who is eligible to become 
an ordinary member of the Union. To disprove the 
averment in the statement of objection by the II Party/ 
Management, no plea or evidence has been let in by 
the I Party/Union and no step has been taken by the 
Union to prosecute this dispute before this Tribunal 
pressing their claim on behalf of the concerned 
workman. Under such circumstances, it remains that 
the objection raised by the II Party/Management by 
way of statement of objection as unrebutted and the 
claim made by the Union on behalf of the concerned 
workman Sri M. Singaravelu as an industrial dispute 
as mentioned in the reference cited as unproved. In 
the absence of any plea as well as evidence in support 
of the claim made by the I Party/Union on behalf of 
the concerned workman Sri M.Singaravelu, when 
especially statement of objection has been filed by the 
Respondent/Management objecting to the relief 
claimed, this Tribunal had no other option but to hold 
that the relief claimed by the Petitioner/Union has not 
been proved and established to pass an award in their 
favour granting the relief as mentioned in the Schedule 
of Reference in the industrial dispute. Thus, the point 
is answered accordingly. 

6. In the result, an Award is passed holding that the 
concerned workman Sri M.Singaravelu is not entitled to 
any relief. No Cost. 

(Dictated to the Stenographer, transcribed and typed 
by him, corrected and pronounced by me in the open court 
on this day the 21 st November. 2001.) 

K. KARTHIKEYAN, Presiding Officer 
WITNESSES EXAMINED: 

On either side None 

DOCUMENTS MARRED: 

On either side Nil 
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New Delhi, the 29th November, 2001 

S.O. 3419.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Corn Nagpur as 
shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between 
the employers in relation to the management of WCL 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 28-11-2001 

[No. L-22012/193/98-JR (C-H)] 
N.P. KESAVAN, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, NAGPUR. 

PRESENT SHRI B.G. SAXENA, PRESIDING 
OFFICER. 

REFERENCE NO : CGIT : 109/2000 
THE SUB AREA MANAGER, W.C.L. 

AND 

SHRI SATYANARAYAN NARSAIYA MANNALA 
AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour. New 
Delhi, by exercising the powers conferred by Clause (d) 
of Sub Section (1) and Sub section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 has referred this dispute 
for adjudication vide order No: L-22012/193/98/IR (CM- 
II) dated : 18-11-98 on the following schedule. 

Whether the action of the management namely Sub 
Area Manager, Sasti Sub Area of WCL. Distt. Chandrapur 
in terminating the sendees of Sh. Satyanarayan Narsaiya 
Mannala. Ex-Gr. I Clerk Sasti Sub Area w.e.f. 18-01-98 
is legal, proper and justified? If not. to what relief the 
workman concerned is entitled? What other directions are 
necessary in the matter?” 

Sh. Saty anarayan Narsaiya Mannala had submitted 
statement of claim on 22-03-99 at Central Government 
Industrial Tribunal No. : II at Mumbai. This refereneg 
was transferedby Government of India Ministry ofLabour 
vide order dated 02-03-2000. 

The workman has claimed that he was appointed 
in WCL on 22-11-80, He was promoted as Clerk Gr. I. 


On 24-07-97 the chargesheet was issued against 
him, the workman was charged for not maintaining 
Account Ledger and other relevant records of despatches 
in respect of road releases of coal in Gouri Sub Area of 
WCL. In the month of April, 96, excess quantity of coal 
was released against the release order mentioned in the 
Chargesheet dated 24-07-97. This act amounts to 
misconduct under certified standing order No : 26.1 and 
26.5 by which the services of the workman were governed. 

26.1 theft, fraud or dishonesty in connection with 
the employers business or property. 

26.5 will full neglect of work. The workman was 
allowed 72 hours time to reply the Charges mentioned in 
the Chargesheet. 

The workman submitted reply to the Chargesheet 
on 28-7-97 and denied the charges. He mentioned that 
irregularities were comitted by other Clerks such as 
mistake of Weighbridge Clerk in releasing excess coal. 
The workman further stated that the enquiry was 
conducted in haste, It was concluded exparte, The 
enquiry continued from 26-8-97 to 11-12-97. About 18 
sittings were held during the enquiry proceedings. He 
filed an appeal on 23-1-98 against his dismissal order. 
The workman says that his termination from service is 
illegal. He claimed reinstatement with full backwages. 
In Written Statement the management has mentioned 
that the enquiry was conducted fairly. The Enquiry 
Officer adjourned the hearing several times on the request 
of the workman. Some documents were in the custody 
of Vigilcncc Department at Nagpur and the workman 
was allowed to inspect the original documents at Head 
Quarter at Nagpur on 11-12-97. On this date the 
workman and his defence representative did not turn 
up, so the enquiry was concluded. The Enquiry Officer 
submitted his report to the disciplinary authority on 24- 
12-97. The management says that the enquiry was 
conducted fairly and the workman was provided 
opportunity to produce his defence. Co-worker S. 
Luxman Sadalwar and after that R.K. Singh was also 
allowed to help him in the enquiry proceedings. The 
charges framed against the workman. Satyanarayan N. 
Mannala were proved and his service was therefore 
terminated from 18-1-98. 

S.N. Mannala submitted affidavit on 28-8-2000. He 
was cross examined on 19-12-2000 and 05-02-01 by the 
counsel of WCL. 

From the side of management the affidavit of R.D. 
Parashar, Deputy Chief Personal Manager and M.N. Ali, 
Enquiry Officer were submitted. R.D. Parashar was cross 
examined by the counsel of the workman on 05-07-01. 
M.N. Ali was also cross examined on 05-07-01. The 
workman in this case is represented through counsel Shri 
R N. Sen. The management of WCL. is represented 
through advocate B.N. Prasad. 

Both the parties have submitted documents. 
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The counsel for the workman and the counsel for 
the WCL submitted their Written Arguments. The counsel 
for the parties did not prefer to argue the case orally. 

I have considered the entire Oral and documentary 
evidence on record and the Written Arguments filed by 
the advocates of both the parties. 

Shri B.N. Prasad, advocate for the WCL has reported 
on 22-10-2001 that there is no stay order in the reference 
No: 109/2000 of this Court which is being disposed of by 
this order. He also stated that no writ has been filed in 
any High Court or any Superior Court by workman S.N. 
Mannala concerning the present reference, 

In his Statement of Claim filed by the workman on 
22-03-99, he has mentioned that he has denied the charges. 
He further says that he had also brought on record before 
the Enquiry Officer certain other difficulties with respect 
to tire performance of his work i.e. maintaining Accounts 
Ledger and other relevant records connected with coal 
despatches. He had also reported about the irregularities 
committed by other Clerks such as : mistake of weigh 
bridge Clerk, He has therefore stated that the excess 
quantity of coal was released in the month of April, 96. 
He stated in Statement of Claim that excess quantity of 
coal was released due to the mistake of weigh bridge Clerk. 
Thus it is admitted to the workman that the excess quantity 
of coal was released from the colliery in the month of 
April, 96. 

S.N. Mannala was chargesheeted by the Manager 
Open Cast Project vide Chargesheet No : WCL/BA/SSA/ 
SOCP/MGR/1034 dated: 24-07-97. 

The Enquiry Officer has mentioned in his enquiry 
report dated 24-01-97 that on the basis of the documentary 
and oral evidence produced before him during the enquiry, 
he was of the opinion that S.N. Mannala has not 
discharged his responsibility properly in maintaining the 
records of the despatches in respect of road releases and 
failed in ensuring that the despatched quantity did not 
:xceed the quantity in the release order. Due to this 
negligence excess quantities were released against the 
Following release orders. 


Release Order 

Excess Quantity Passed 
(MT) 

70622 

0.360 

70623 

24.120 

70613 

18.720 

70620 

63.370 

70969 

26.260 

67951 

17.530 

69412 

75.200 

69603 

34.370 

70638 

61.170 


The Enquiry Officer has further mentioned that S.N, 
Mannala, workman miscalculated the excess quantity of 
the coal issued to the parties against Release Order No : 
67951 & 70638 and had given benefit of 75 Metrid Ton 
coal to the party concerned and caused loss to the company. 
The charges of standing order Clause 26 1 and 26.5 have 
been clearly proved against the workman, 

The Deputy General Manager vide his order No : 
WCL/BA/SS A/262 dated 18-01-98 confirmed the finding 
of the Enquiry Officer. The Deputy General Manager has 
mentioned that all the charges have been proved against 
S.N. Mannala, Assistant Loading Inspector. Considering 
gravity of the charges of fraud and dishonesty in 
connection with the company’s business and property 
and willful neglect of the work, Satyanaravan N. Mannala 
should be dismissed from the service of the company. 

In his statement in the Court Shri S.N. Mannala 
has admitted that he has submitted the reply of the 
Chargesheet dated 24-07-97. He also admitted in his letter 
that he was maintaining the record of checking of road 
release. He had to sit with the weigh bridge clerk but he 
was doing work in the office of Dadaji Shrirang, Loading 
Superintendent. Whenever he got to time he went to the 
weigh bridge for balance checking. Sometimes he was 
not going to weigh bridge for balance check. The weigh 
bridge clerk had prepared the Gate Pass but had not 
mentioned the entry in Account Ledger. The balance of 
coal released was not checked by him, In the above letter 
submitted by the workman in reply to the Chargesheet he 
admitted that he had committed irregularity and excess 
coal was released from the mine. When it came to his 
mind he submitted report to the management. Thus from 
this letter it is admitted to the workman that the excess 
quantity of the coal was released from the mine against 
the Release Orders mentioned in the Chargesheet. The 
workman has not disputed the excess release of the coal 
to various parties mentioned in the Chargesheet. He has 
also not disputed about the loss caused to the compamy 
by the excess release of the coal in the month of April, 96 
on different dates. 

The workman has in his Statement of Claim only 
challenged the enquiry proceedings on this ground that 
the enquiry was conducted expartc. The enquiry was 
completed by the Enquiry Officer on 11-12-97 when he 
was not present. The workman has taken the plea that his 
cousin brother had died and he had informed to Shri R.D. 
Parashar on 10-12-97 that he will not attend the enquiry 
on 11-12-97 even then the enquiry was completed. 

The statement of R.D. Parashar, Deputy Chief 
Personnel Manager was recorded on 05-07-2001. Shri 
R.D. Parashar stated that S.N. Mannala had not given 
any information to him about the death of his cousin 
brother on 10-12-97. He had also not informed him that 
he was unable to attend the enquiry proceedings on 
11-12-97 at WCL Head Quarter in Nagpur. 
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Shri M.N. Ali, Enquiry Officer has stated that as 
many as eighteen dates were fixed for the enqiry 
proceedings. S.N. Mannala was very well aware that on 
11-12-97 the sitting of the enquiry proceedings will be 
held at WCL Head Quarter at Nagpur. This date was fixed 
with the consent of the workman S.N, Mannala and his 
defence representative. The workman had himself 
requested that he wanted to see some Original Documents 
which were available in the Vigilcncc Department of WCL 
at the Head Quarter of WCL in Nagpur. The workman 
himself absented knowingly to prolong the proceedings 
of enquiry without any justification. 

The workman has himself admitted in his Statement 
of Claim that the cigthteenth sitting of the enqiry was 
held on 06-12-97. The workman had no objection when 
the date was fixed for the next hearing on 11-12-97 at 
WCL Head Quarter at Nagpur. 

In his statement the workman S.N. Mannala himself 
admitted that the sitting of the enquiry was fixed at Nagpur 
on 06-12-97 and he was aware that on 11-12-97 the enquiry 
will be conducted at WCL Head Quarter at Nagpur. 

In the Statement of Claim the workman has not 
mentioned the name of his cousin brother who is alleged 
to have died before 11-12-97. 

In his affidavit dated 26-07-2000 also the workman 
did not mention the name of his cousin brother who is 
alleged to have died before 11-12-97. On the date of 18th 
sitting of enquiry of 06-12-97 he did not move any 
application that his cousin brother has died and any other 
date after 11 -12-97 be fixed for holding enquiry at Nagpur. 
The workman has not mentioned anywhere in his statement 
in this Court as to when his cousin brother died. Neither 
the name of the cousin brother is disclosed nor the place 
where he died was mentioned in the Statement of Claim or 
in the affidavit filed in the Court by the workman. 

The counsel for the WCL has argued that no cousin 
brother of the workman has died any time before 11-12-97. 
The workman knowingly absented on 11-12-97. So the 
enquiry was concluded by the Enquiry Officer. 

In these circumstances discussed above the 
argument of the counsel for WCL has force. 

The workman S.N. Mannala had been given 
sufficient time to submit his defence. Co-worker R.K. 
Singh was also helping him in the enquiry proceedings 
on his request. On 11-12-97 the co-worker also did not 
appear before the Enquiry Officer to inspect any record 
or to defend the workman during the enquiry proceedings. 

In the above circumstances the enquiry conducted 
by the Enquiry Officer, M.N. Ali was not an exparte enquiry. 

The statement of M.N. Ali also shows that he had 
given full opportunity to the workman to participate in 
the enquiry proceedings. The enquiry proceedings were 
adjurned several times either on the request or workman 
or his defence representative. The workman was also 
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provided opportunity to cross examine the witnesses of 
the management but he himself avoided to cross examine 
them, All the relevant documents were supplied to the 
workman to enable him to defend himself in the enquiry 
proceedings. 

In the above circumstances and evidence on record 
the enquiry was conducted according to the principles of 
natural justice. 

The finding of the Enquiry Officer are based on the 
documents and oral evidence produced before him by both 
the parties. The finding of the Enquiry Officer cannot be 
considered perverse. 

So far as the question of awarding the punishment 
of dismissal from services of the workman is concerned, I 
have considered the arguments sumitted by both the 
parties. 

The workman has mentioned in Statement of Claim 
that this past record was clean and this record has not 
been considered. 

The workman has also sated in the Statement of 
Claim that the parties which had lifted the excess coal 
from mine, have already paid the amount of the excess 
coal supplied to them and the management has therefore 
not suffered any loss. I have considered the above fact. 
The workman was holding the responsible post and it 
was his duty to ensure that the records concerning the 
release of the coal to the parties were properly maintained. 
It was also the duty of the workman S,N. Mannala to 
ensure that the excess quantity of coal is not despatched 
than that was mentioned in the release orders. The 
workman was holding the post of Assistant Loading 
Superintendent. He did not check the quantity of coal 
supplied to the parties with the release orders in April. 
96. As many as in 9 cases the excess quantity of coal was 
supplied to the parties as mentioned in the Chargesheet. 
The workman has tried to shift the responsibility on other 
clerks. He himself did not maintain the record concerning 
the supply of the coal properly and thereby caused loss to 
the WCL Coal Mine. He was therefore found guilty of the 
charges under Clause 26.1 and 26.5 of the Standing 
Orders. 

In view of the above facts the action of the 
management in dismissing the workman from service was 
justified. 

ORDER 

The action of the management namely Sub Area 
Manager, Sasti Sub Area of WCL, Distt: Chandrapur in 
terminating the services of Shri Satyanarayan Narsaiya 
Mannala, Ex-Gr. I Clerk. Sasti Sub Area w.e.f. 18-01-98 
is legal, proper and justified. 

The workman is not entitled lo any relief claimed 
by him. 

The reference is answered accordintly. 

No other directions arc necessary in this matter. 

Date : 07-11-2001 B.G. SAXENA, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 29th November, 2001 
S.O.3420.—in pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act. 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court, Lucknow 
as shown in the Anncxure in the Industrial Dispute 
between the employers in relation to the management of 
FCI and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 28-11-2001 

[No. L-22012/231/200-IR (C-II)] 
N.P Kcsavan, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
LUCKNOW 

PRESIDING OFFICER : RUDRESH KUMAR 
ADUJDICATION . 

I D. NO. 68/2001 

Ref. No. L-22012/23 l/20O0/IR(C-II) 

Dated 25-4-2001 

BETWEEN : 

State Secretary. 

Bhartiya Khadya Nigarn Karamchan Sangh, 

5-6. Habibullah Estate. 

Hn/rntganj. 

Lucknow (espousing cause of Ishrat Hussian) 

AND 

The Regional manager. 

Food Corporation of India. 

5-6 Habibullah Estate. 

Hn/rntganj. 

Lucknow. 

AWARD 

By order No. L-22012/23 l/2000/IR(C-II) dated 
25-4-2001. the Central Government in the Ministry of 
Labour, in exercise of powers conferred bu clause (d) of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of I.D. Act, 1947 
(14 of 1947) referred this industrial dispute between the 
State Secretary. Bhartiya Khadya Nigam karamchari 
Sangh. Lucknow and the Regional Manager, Food 
Corporation of India. Lucknow for adjudication. 


The reference is produced as under: 

“Whether the action of the Management of FCI in 
imposing the penalty upon Shri Ishrat Hussain 
A.G.-II (Depot) vide order dated 30-11-1999 and 
5-2-2000 is legal and justified? If not what relief 
the workman is entitled to?” 

2. On receipt of this reference order, notices were 
sent to the parties fixing 20-6-2001 The workman was 
directed to file claim statement. There being no response 
from the side of the workman 25-7-2001 was fixed and 
fresh notice was given. On behalf of the workman one 
Mr. Gyan Prakash appeared and filed adjournment 
application. On 25-7-2001 another adjournment 
application was filed by Mr. T. B. Singh Authorised 
representative of the workman. On 28-7-2001 Mr. T.B. 
Singh appeared and requested for further time which was 
allowed and 15-10-2001 was fixed for filing claim 
statement. On 15-10-2001 Mr. T. B. Singh or any other 
Authorised representative of the workman did not put 
appearance. However, in interest of justice another date 
2-11-2001 was fixed. On 2-11-2001 also the Authorised 
representative of the workman absented and 23-11-2001 
was fixed making it clear in the order that in the event of 
non filing claim statement, appropriate action permissible 
under law would be taken. More than six months time 
elapsed but the claim statement on behalf of the workman 
was not filed. Accordingly, there is not option but to 
presume unwillingness of the workman to puruse this 
industrial dispute any further. 

3 Accordingly, No Claim Award is given 
without entering into merit of the case. 

RUDRESH KUMAR. Presiding Officer 

LUCKNOW 

23-11-2001 

^ 29 roTOH, 2001 

" 5 H. 31 T. 3421 .—aftriibiro faros 1947 (1947 

roi1 4 ) rot *1TO 1 7 % SFJTTOJT "if, roTOTT qt>. iff. 311 ^, 
% uro-niro ro Tiros sfk T4TO rorfroirt rorobro argroi 

roroKafisjlP'iro aifw^r/sro 
-mimici'I, 7TOTT3) % nroe rot yroifriu =tHuj nit 'h-sO’U 
row rot 28-11-2001 mroiuffi roi 

[71. TR4-22012/263/98-3TI^3TR:-(7Tt-II)] 
tTTT.ift. %wi, tiro 3ififroRt 
New Delhi, the 29th November. 2001 
S.O. 3412.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947). the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Cour Lucknow 
as shown in the Anncxure in the Industrial Dispute 
between the employers in relation to the management of 
FCI and their workman, which was receiv ed by the Central 
Government on 28-11-2001 

[No. L-22012/263/98IR(C-II)l 
N.P. KESAVAN. Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT. 
LUCKNOW 

PRESIDING OFFICER : RUDRESH KUMAR 
ADUJDICATION 

1. D NO. 127/2000 
(KANPUR NO. 110/99) 

Ref. No. L-22012/263/9-/1R(CM-II) 

Dated 11-6-1999 

BETWEEN 

The Slate Secretary. 

Bhartiya Khadya Nigam Karamchan Sangh. 

5-6. Habibullah Estate. 

Lucknow (espousing cause of Aman Singh) 

AND 

Senior Regional manager. 

Food Corporation of India. 

Lucknow 

AWARD 

By order No. L-22012/263/98/IR(CM-II) dated 
11-6-1999. the, Central Government in the Ministry of 
I abour. in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) 
of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of I.D. Act, 1947 
(14 of 1947) referred this industrial dispute between the 
Slate Secretary. Bhartiya Khadya Nigam Karamchari 
Sangh. Lucknow and Senior Regional Manager. Food 
Corporation of India. Lucknow to the CGIT-cum-Labour 
Court. Kanpur for adjudication. Later, this dispute was 
transferred to this Tribunal for adjudication. 

The reference is produced as under : 

"Whether the Senior regional Manager.Food 
Corporation of India. Lucknow was legal and 
justified in Imposing the Penally of Stoppage of 
one Increment for the year 1996(1995) with 
cummulathe effect upon shri Aman Singh 
A G.I.D.) vide order Dated .31-8-1994? If not to. 
what relief the workman entitled?” 

2. Validity of penalty in the shape of stoppage of 
one increment 1996( 1995) with cummulative effect, uopn 
(he workkman, Aman Singh is to be examined in this 
adjudication. Facts of this case arc not dispute that Aman 
Singh was AG-I(D) on 10-2-1993 when he was issued a 
charge sheet by the disciplinary authority vide 
memorandum No V<fc$/4(744)/R.O.L.ko/JHS/91/1046 
dated 10-2-1993 Statement of imputation misconduct or 
misbehatiour in suporl of article of charges framed 
against Aman Singh was annexed with the memorandum. 
Annexture I of the memorandum reads the article of 
charges as follows. , 

Shri Aman Singh. AG-I(D) while posted and 
working as Inchnrge Shed No. 4 at FSD. Jhansi during. 


[Pari II— Sf.c. 3(ii)] 

1986-87, failed to maintain absolute integrity and 
devotion to duty and acted in a maimer of unbecoming of 
a FCI employee in asmuch as detailed below:— 

Shri Aman Singh AG-I (D) dispatched 3.3 wagons 
wheat mixed with damaged grains and below "D" 
category Ex. Jhansi to FSD. Darangapalli (Kerala Region) 
during the period 24-8-87 to 30-8-87 which caused losses 
to the time ofRs. 2.53,25k.20. 

Thus, said Shri Aman Singh. AG-I (D) has 
contravened Regulations. 31.32 and 32-A of FCI (Stall) 
Regulations. 1971. 

3. Sri Chandan Gopak IAS (Retd.) was appointed 
Enquiry Officer to investigate the charges. He submitted 
his report on 8-4-1994 to the management. His conclusion 
was that charges against the workman, Aman Singh, 
remained unproved. 

4. Thereafter, by memorandum No. V&S/4 (744)/ 
RO. LKO/JHS/91/453 dated 15-4-1994. the Dy. Manager 
(Vigilance) signing for the Senior Regional Manager 
directed the Aman Singh to make any representation or 
submission to the disciplinary authority within 15 days 
of receipt of this memorandum. Copy of the enquiry report 
was enclosed with this memorandum and its receipt by 
(he workman is not disputed. Since the enquiry was in 
favour of workman and so, the workman did not file any 
representation to prove his innocence. Later, by order 
no. V&S/4(744)/RO. LKO/JHS/91/102 dated 31-8-1994. 
The Senior Regional Manager K.K. Sinha passed penalty 
order exercising his powers conferred by Regulation 56 
of FCI (Staff) Regulations. Ib71 and imposed penalty of 
stoppage of one increment for the year 1995 with 
cumulative effect. The order discussed the enquiry report 
and it is explicit that the disciplinary authority, the Senior 
Regional Manager, did not agree with the findings 
recorded by the Enquiry Officer and formulated his ow n 
views without hearing the workman. 

5. The management submitted enquiry file for 
perusal of this tribunal. A preliminary issue was framed 
"whether the domestic enquiry against Ihe workman 
culminating in penalty dated 31 -8-1994 was fair and proper 9 
The parties adduced documentary evidence but none of the 
parties preferred oral evidence, as tire facts arc not disputed 
and the parties relied on documentary evidence on record. 

6. The only question, in this adjudication, is. 
whether the enquiry was fair and proper and. if in 
-affirmative, whether action of the management by way 
of penalising the workan suffers with vice of perversity. 
None of the panics challenged propriety of the Enquiry' 
Officer in conducting the enquiry. The workman has not 
denied opportunity to him and likewise, the management 
also, did not dispute that the Enquiry Officer was biased. 
His findings were in favour of the workman. The real 
controversy needed to be assessed, is. whether the 
disciplinary authority acted in accordance with law in 
not detailing points of dis-agreement in its notice to the 
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workman inviting representation by way of memorandum 
dated 15-4-1994? After the conclusion of the enquiry, a 
copy of report was sent to the workman requiring him to 
submit representation if any. But this letter docs not 
mention as whether the dicipinary authority dis-agreed 
with the findings arrived at by the Enquiry Officer, Since 
the enquiry was in favour of the workan he was justified 
in not making any representation. The very notice without 
giving points of disagreement was not legal and proper, 
since it denied the workman to make any effective 
representation on the points of disagreement, which 
ultimately went against him. 

7. No doubt, the disciplinary authority is not 
bound by the findings arrived at by the Enquiry Officer 
but rule of natural justice required an opportunity to the 
workman to explain evidence on record or points of 
disagreements on which disciplinary authority ultimately 
relied. In the present case, the enquiry was in favour of 
the workman. No points of disagreement was ever 
conveyed to the workman. The penalty order was passed 
without giving any opportunity to the workman to explain 
points of disagreement. It was mandatory for the 
disciplinary authority to have given proper opportunity 
to the workman to explain points of disagreement and 
explain circumstances, which were against him in his 
estimation. Non-compliance of this legal requirement, 
definitely, effected fairness of the enquiry which 
culminated into punishment to the workman. In Ram 
Kishan Vs Union of India (Civil Appeal 8325 of 1995) 
decided on September 1.1995 the Supreme Court observ ed 
as follows" 

"In the absence of any ground or reason in the show 
cause notice it amounts to an empty formality which 
would cause grave prejudice to the delinquent officer and 
would result in injustice to him. The mere fact that in 
the final order some reasons have been given to disagree 
with the conclusions reached by the disciplinary authority 
cannot cure the defect." 

8. The observation of the Hon’blc Supreme Court 
supports submissions of the workman that he was denied 
opportunity of fair enquiry'. 

9. Thus, in the facts and circumstances of the 
case, it is held that the enquiry was not fair and proper 
and the action of the disciplinary' authority was against 
the rule of natural justice by denying opportunity to the 
workman. Accordingly, the award is against the 
management. The punishemnt order is set aside. 

RUDRESH KUMAR. Presiding Officer 

LUCKNOW 

21-11-2001 

29 WRt, 2001 

W.OT. 3422.—kraut1947 (1947 
rst 14) rrti 7 % argrttw3, RranT ipF. #. ant 

% RRRRR % 7TRR Jttyf 3% ty^Rf % rH 3PJRR 


k* 4?|lj)p|it> fame rf HWK arftjRRWSIR 

—himistim. RFPJT % MRie RSl HTnfrin %, Rfl “d-jOh RTRiR 
28-11-2001 RTR! ^3T1 *911 

[R. T^t-22012/476/98-^3TR(#-Il)] 
IRT.RT. %R®PT, STfinwff 
New Delhi, the 29th November. 2001 
S.O. 3422.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act 1947 (14 of 1947). the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court Jaipur as 
shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute betw een 
the employers in relation to the management of FCI and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 

28-11-2001 

[No. L-22012/476/98—1R(C-JI)J 
N.P. KESAVAN. Desk Officer 

appta 

cb-rOu Rt**»it 3tftwtuT TR4 wit -‘4P-1IHU, 

y'M'ri 7R59T #.3rri^/3t-4S/99 
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(Rt. TtyT. -11) ftpTRP 30/7/99 
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3 . 3%sr, feqt 
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(ii'Jiwn)-—-3T5TT*if T nrr 
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%) *nri io ^ (i) % w-tsl ^ tto 2-h 

% sppfiT 3#j5fvP>r PiSHim 

"W :— 

“Whether the action of the Food Corporation of 
India managment in not regularizing the workman Sh. 
Kedar Meena was appropriate, whereas workers who has 
put less number of days service were given permanent 
appointment ? If not, to what relief is the workman 
entitled ? 

' 3 i c ii a i ’f^PWti) mvjo Pn t ii 'hi I | il T il ^ 3T1^ 

% WT 2/8/2000 TfttT W 'RTftlT fetT W I 

3JT«ff % 3TT^ W 3TT^r ftw 2/7/2001 5TCT W 

2/8/2001 (Vwi 

f^tT nm tt«it urn ^ i frw 25 / 9/2001 ^lTiT*ff 
^51 Trra?*7’TsiraMl ’Pm^?f t fP 1 wP ftt iff Trr»ff stto 
31TOT yRlPffa 3TTOT TT ^ ^ 7TTW U11[tr 4^1 

srapff ^ ark vl ^ 3TTCT 1 yftfterffcff P' w 
Heflei elm % PfT 3H®ff ^ff *1 Pf 'tfli if^ft nsl % I WT: 

iffclt MlRfl Pfi^TT TFtT % I 

m •SfP yRlftlPf TOR TFf 3TplPm 1947 

4!f ITO 17 ^ TWRI (1) % wfa flPtlt 

■arr^i 

Tj./arwik 
MTani l T arPffirtt 

^ ftwft, 29 wm, 2001 

^JT.OT. 3423, —afftflPw Pnm 1947 (1947 

UBT 14 ) vm 17 % tor to. iff, iff, to 

%'!fP , PtTP"Pi 4fPP 3“1<^ «n4«fil<I % «np, -STJPP 

^f PfPpe affififir^ Sh-sO-M w«wt 3fl*ilPi*h 

-MNiMP fomz. % Pw pff ppnftRr wf t, pI 
pmmrpft 28-11-2001 3HPn[3TT PTI 

[71. 1^-22025/25/2001 -3TT^ 3TTT (tft-II)] 

TT.-qf. %WT, SlfPTTff 

New Delhi, the 29th November, 2001 
S.O, 3423 . —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court Hyderabad 
as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute 
between the employers in relation to the management of 
SCCL and their workman, which was received by the 
Central Government on 28-11-2001. 

[No. L-22025/25/2001 -IR (C-II)] 
N.P. KESAVAN, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, CUM LABOUR 
COURT AT HYDERABAD 
Present 

Shri E. ISMAIL 
Presiding Officer 
Dated —25th October. 2001 
Industrial Dispute L. C. I. D. No. 19/2001 
Between : 

Sri Kodi Murali Krishna 
S/o Durgaiah, 

H. No. DA/779, Nehru Basthi, 

RO, Ramavaram. Mandal 
Kothagudem, Dist. Khammam. 

PIN-507 118, . Petitioner 

AND : 

I. The General manager. 

M/s. S.C.Co.Ltd.. 

Kothagudem, 

Dist. Khammam, 

2. The Colliery Manager, 

M/s. S.C.Co, Ltd,, 

V.R. 7 Incline, 

Kothagudem. 

Dist. Khammam. Respondents 

Appearances: 

For the Petitioner ; Smt, Sathwath Rana 

For the Respondent; Sri J. Parthasarathy & Sri A. 

Chandra Sekhar 

AWARD 

This is a case taken Sec.2 A(2) of the ID. Act, 1947 
in view of the judgment of the Hon’ble High Court of 
Andhra Pradesh reported in W.P No. 8395 of 1989 dated 
3-8-1995 between Sri U. Chinnappa and M/s. Cotton 
Corporation of India and two others. 

2. It is submitted that the petitioner was appointed 
as badli worker w.e.f. 1-3-1985 and due to lTis satisfactory 
performance he was appointed as general Mazdoor in 
category-I w.e.f. 1-3-1991 through office order No. 
GM(K)/Admn. 80/313 dated 28-2-1991. 

3. While the petitioner was working at V. K. No. 
7 Incline he was removed from services through order 
Ref.No. GM(K)/P. and 7/623 dated 15-4-1991 on the 
pretex that the petitioner was charge sheeted on 3-2-1991 
for alleged absenteeism from duty and that the charges 
levelled are true, The petitioner preferred an appeal and 
inspite of various representations through union and 
personally it was of no use. Hence a legal notice dated 
14-11-2000 was issued with which a reply notice was 
issued dated 8-12-2000 that the principles of natural 
justice were followed as such the order of removal is valid, 

4. That the charge sheet dated 3.2.199] is not in 
accordance with law and as such not tenable. The 
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documents relied upon for leveling charge are not 
supplied, No fair and proper enquiry was conducted. 
Different yard sticks has been applied to him. The 
petitioner ever since his oral termination on 15-4-1991 is 
unemployed. Hence the petitioner may be directed to be 
reinstated with continuity of service, ftdl back wages and 
all attendant benefits. 

5. A counter was filed. It is correct that the Petitioner 
was appointed as badli filler w.e.f, 1-3-1985. The 
petitioner is put to strict proof that he was appointed as 
general mazdoor in category-I w.e.f. 1 -3-1991. It is denied 
that vide office order mentioned the petitioner was 
appointed as general mazdoor in category-I. The said office 
order is not traceable in the office. 

6. The petitioner was regularly absenting himself 
without permission and without leave to his credit. The 
brief muster days in various years is as follows:— 

in 1987 - 29 days 
in 1988 - 138 days 
in 1989 - 50 days 
in 1990 - 58 days 
in 1991 - 15 days 

upto February, 1991. It is pertinent to note that as 
per the agreement a badli worker or general mazdoor must 
have completed 240 musters in a calendar year. From the 
above it is clear that right from the year 1985 in no single 
year he has completed 240 days, 

7. The petitioner attended the enquiry and fully 
participated in the enquiry proceedings. However the 
petitioner did issue a legal notice dated 14-11-2000 to which 
the respondent has given a reply. The said notice was issued 
after lapse of nine years. The petitioner has received all the 
benefits and payments that have to be paid to him on the 
application of the petitioner dated 14-5-1998. The charge 
sheet was strictly according to law and the enquiry was 
conducted strictly in accordance with the law. There was 
no oral termination. As it was stated earlier for five regular 
years he never put in minimum muster days, maximum 
being only 129. Hence, petition may be dismissed as the 
petitioner is not entitled for any relief. 

8 The arguments were heard on validity of 
domestic enquiry and this court by its order dated 
3-9-2001 held that the domestic enquiry held is valid. So 
the only question that is left is the quantum of punishment 
whether it is appropriate or not. 

9. It is argued by the Learned Counsel for the 
petitioner that the petitioner worked as badli mazdoor from 
1.3.1985 and also due to his satisfactory performance he 
was appointed as general mazdoor on 1,3,1991 through 
office order datqd 28.2,1991. However, he was dismissed 
on 15.4.1991 for alleged absenteeism. He was orally 
terminated on 15.4.1991 and since then he is unemployed. 
Therefore, orders may be passed for his reinstatement with 
back wages etc. 

10. It is argued by the Learned Counsel for the 
respondent that right from 1987 till 1991 the maximum 
No, of days he has worked in a year is 138 days in 1988, 
in 1989 he worked for 50 days and in 1990 for 58 days 


and in 1991 for 15 days, So it may be seen that he is not 
interested in work and after a full-fledged enquiry only 
he was dismissed and this Hon’ble Court vide orders dated 
3.9.2001 held that the domestic cnquiiy is valid. However, 
the petitioner has come after a gap of nine years and docs 
not deserve any sympathy of the Court. 

11. It may be noted that to show any leniency the 
past performance has to be seen, which is dismal. The 
maximum No. of days he has worked is 138 days in 1988. 
However, it is really surprising if the petitioner was 
appointed as general mazdoor seeing his performance of 
50 days and 58 days in 1989 and 1990. Be that may be so. 
he also approached this Court after a gap of 9 years and 
from past performance it is clear that he is not a sincere 
worker. Hence, I am of the opinion that he does not deserve 
any relief. However, if there is work and the petitioner is 
available at the spot he may be given preference over others 
for appointment as badli worker. Reference ordered 
accordingly, Transmit. 

Dictated to Kum K. Phani Gowri. Personal 
Assistant, transcribed by her corrected by me on this the 
25 lh day of October 2001, 

E. TSMAIL. Presiding Officer 

Appendix of evidence 

Witness examined for the Witness examined 
Petitioner: Respondent. 

NIL NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner/Union 
NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 

EX.M 1: Charge Sheet No.VK/CS/50/720 
dt.3.2.1991 Standing Orders, 

Ex.M 2: Copy of Acknowledgement of Charge Sheet 
by the petitioner. 

Ex.M 3: Reply of the petitioner for the charge sheet 

Ex.M 4: Notice for enquiry No.VK/51/1094 
dt.20.2.1991. 

Ex.M 5: Copy of Acknowledgement of notice 
received by the petitioner. 

Ex.M 6: Notice for enquiry No.VK/50/1664 
dt, 9.3.1991. 

Ex.M 7: Copy of Acknowledgement of notice 
received by the petitioner of Ex.M6. 

Ex.M 8: Domestic enquiry proceedings. 

Ex.M 9: Enquiry Report. 

Ex.M 10: Lr. of Supdt. of Mines on enquiry report 
to the G.M., SCCL., Kothagudem. 

Ex.M 11: Dismissal order Lr. No.GM(K)/P 7/623 
dt, 13.4.1991. 

Ex.M 12: Legal notice by petitioner dt. 14.11.2000. 

Ex.M 13: Reply to legal notice by SCC Ltd . 
dt.8.12.2000. 
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3tT. 371. 3424.— 3Tf>#RE, 1947 (1947 
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^1 %Rfcf FRR1E Rlt 28 -11-2001 R7RT £377 *71 I 

[^7. E?7-22025/25/2001-37li 3TR. (C-II)] 

tfl. 41. O^hi, 37fti^)lO 

New Delhi, the 29lh November, 2001 

S.O. 3424 —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act. 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Industrial 
Tnbunal/Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in the 
AnncMire in the Industrial Dispute between the 
employers in relation to the management SCCL and their 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 28-11-2001. 

[No. L-22025/25/2001-IR(C-II)] 

N.P. KESAVAN, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAl TRIBUNAL CUM-LABOUR COURT 
AT HYDERABAD 

PRESENT Shn E. ISMAIL Presiding Officer 
Dated:-25.10.2001 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. L.C.I.D.No. 16 of 

2001 

Between. 

Sri Abdul Hai. 

S/o Abdul Baqui. 

N. No. 1358. punjabgadda. 

P O Ramavaram. Kothagudem.Petitioner 

AND 

The General Manager (P). 

M/s. S.C Co. Lt.. 

Manugur.DisLKhammam. .Respondent 

Appearances 

For the Petitioner , M/s. Smt. Satwath Rana & Sri 
Molid Salahuddin 

For the Respondent : M/s. Sri J. Parthasarathy & 
Sri A Chandrasckhcr 


AWARD 

This is a case taken under Sec.2 A (2) of the I.D. 
Act, 1947 in view of the judgment of the Hon’ble High 
Court ofAndhra Pradesh reported in W.P. No.8395 of 1989 
dated 3.8.1995 between Sri U. Chinnappa and M/s. Cotton 
Corporation of India and two others. 

2 It is submitted that the petitioner was appointed 
as turner under the control of the respondent where he 
was attending his duties to the entire satisfaction of his 
superiors. The respondent issued charge sheet dated 
29.11.1989 leveling charges of absenteeism from duty 
w.e.f. 26.6.1989 and from 23.12,1989. The petitioner was 
dismissed w.e.f. 18.11.1990 violating the principles of 
natural justice with the result that the same is illegal, 
invalid and not sustainable in law. The appeal preferred 
has not been disposed off and the petition was constrained 
to issue legal notice dated 12.11.2000 which is 
acknowledged on 20.11.2000 with no response till this 
date That the petitioner was ill and he was treated in the 
hospital of S.C.Co. Ltd., and the intimation given from 
time to time. The Xerox copy of the prescription and the 
postal acknowledgement copies are enclosed along with 
the petition. The order of dismissal is passed without show 
cause notice which is violation of principles of natural 
justice. That the enquiry is vitiated and findings are not 
ustified. The order of removal is therefore bad in the eye 
>f the law and liable to be quashed. Inspite of best efforts 
the petitioner could not secure alternate gainful 
employment and thus he is put to financial strain and 
mental agony. That the other persons have been reinstated. 
Hence this petitioner may be reinstated with continuity of 
service with full back wages and all attendant benefits in 
the interest of justice. 

3. A counter was filed stating that the petitioner 
absented himsclffrom 12.6.1989 to 12.12 1989 and again 
from 23.12.1989 lo 23.5.1990 without prior sanction of 
leave or permission as per charge sheet dated 23.5.1990. 
The charge sheet was sent to his house, he refused to 
receive and it was returned back with postal department 
endorsement. Hence, the same was published in Telegu 
Daily newspaper Eenadu, He was directed to appear for 
enquiry on 18.6.1990. As the petitioner did not submit 
his explanation, the respondent ordered to conduct a 
detailed enquiry. The petitioner participated in the enquiry 
& a full and fair opportunity was given to the petitioner 
to defend his case and also for cross examination of 
management witnesses. As the charges were proved he 
was dismissed from serv ice w.e.f. 18.11.1990. Further the 
petitioner has raised the dispute after a gap of 11 years. 
Further the company consists of one main hospital which 
is fully equipped and three area hospitals, one of which is 
located in Manuguru itself apart from dispensaries at 
various local flaces. further there is a tie up w ith Osmania 
General Hospital and Nizam Institute of Medical Sciences 
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in case of a specialized treatment. So the allegations of 
the petitioner on the said ground are totally irrelevant 
apart from being incorrect. It is pertinent to note that the 
petitioner actually went to the hospital on 11.6.1989 as 
an out patient wim shift No. 14997 and did not turn up for 
treatment from 12.6.1989. The charge is with regard to 
absenteeism and the petitioner is trying to justify by raising 
various untenable pleas. Further he has raised the dispute 
after a gap of 11 years shows his attitude towards his 
employment. Hence he is not entitled for any relief. 

4. This Court by an order dated 16 01 August,. 2001 
held that the domestic enquiry held against the petitioner 
is valid. Now the only question is about the quantum of 
punishment as no witnesses are examined on behalf of 
the petitioner nor any documents marked on behalf of the 
petitioner. 

5 It is argued by the Learned Counsel for the 
petitioner that Petitioner was dismissed for absenteeism 
violating the principles of natural justice. He was ill and 
therefore he could not attend. His absence was with 
justifiable cause. That he has produced medical certificate 
from Dr. R.R. Sharma for the period of his absence in the 
enquiry'. Further his wife was not traceable and he was in 
search of his wife during the period from 20.6.1983 to 
21.12.1989 and he also fell ill. He resumed duty on 
22.12.1989, after handing over his wife to his parents. 
Therefore he submits that the absence of the petitioner 
was not wanton or without any reason. Hence he may be 
reinstated into service. 

6 It is argued by the Learned Counsel of the 
respondent that the very fact that petitioner has 
approached the Hon’ble Court after a gap of almost 
11 years, shows how sincere he is and this Hon’blc Court 
has already held that the domestic enquiry is valid, And 
he was dismissed after full-fledged enquiry. Therefore he 
may not be reinstated in service. 

7. It may be seen that as per Ex.M6 the petitioner 
has received the charge sheet he has participated in the 
enquiry and the enquiry was held valid by this Court vide 
order dated 16.8.2001. The removal order is Ex.M8 dated 
18.11 1990. Therefore it may be seen that alls the 
formalities have been complied with and therefore 
ordering reinstatement after 11 years is not justified and 
the petitioner is not entitled to any relief. However, if there 
is any fresh recruitment or even temporary' vacancies of 
turner arc there the respondents shall give preference to 
petitioner being the ex-employee and experienced as turner 
subject to age and medical fitness. Award passed 
accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Kum K. Phani Gowri, Personal 
Assistant, transcribed by her corrected by me on this the 
25 day "of October 2001. 


Appendix of evidence 

Witness examined for the Witness examined for the 
Petitioner: Respondent: 

NIL NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner/Union NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 

EX.MI: Standing Orders 

Ex.M2: Copy of Memorandum of Settlement 
dt. 3.3.1989 

Ex.M3: Domestic enquiry proceedings 
Ex.M4: Notification in Eenadu 
Ex.M5: Enquiry Report 

Ex.M6: Copy of Acknowledgement of charge Sheet 
by the petitioner 

Ex.M7: Charge Sheet No.DE/MNG/E/1146 
Exm8: Dismissal order Lr.No.PD/MGR/8/3023 

M 29 Wart, 2001 
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New Delhi, the 29th November. 2001 

S.O. 3425,—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act. 1947 (14 of 1947). the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Industrial 
Tribunal/Labour Court Hyderabad as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of SCCL and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 28-11-20M. 

’ [No. L-22025/25/2001 -IR(C-II)] 
N.P. KESAVAN. Desk Officer. 


E. ISMAIL. Presiding Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL- CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
AT HYDERABAD 
PRESENT 
Shri E. ISMAIL 
Presiding Officer 
Dated: 24-10-2001 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE L.C.LD, No, 17 of 200] 
Between: 

Sri Noothi Ramakrishna, S/o Venkati, 

H. No. 5-4-18, Coolie Line Basti, 

Near S.B.H., 

Kothagudem-507 101.Petitioner 

And 

I. The General Manager, 

M/s, S.C. Co., Ltd,, 

Mangugura-507 117. 

2. The Coliery Manager, 

M/s. S.C. Co., Ltd., 

PK. 3 incline, 

Manuguru. 

Dist. Khammam. .Respondents. 

Appearances: 

For the Petitioner M/s Sint. Satwath Rana & Sri 
Mohd. Salahuddin. For the Respondent: M/s Sri J. 
Parthasarathv. Sri V. Hariharan & Sri A. Chandrasckher 

AWARD 

This is a case taken under Sec.2 A (2) of the I.D. 
Acl. 1947 in view of the judgment of the Hon'ble High 
Court of Andhra Pradesh reported in W.P, No. 8395 of 
1989 dated 3.8.1995 between Sri U. Chinnappa and M/s. 
Cotton Corporation of India and two others. 

2. The brief facts stated in the petition arc: that 
the petitioner was appointed as a badli worker w.e.f. 
14-10-1985. He was attending to his duties regularly 
without any complaint. While working at Manuguru the 
petitioner was issued charge sheet dated 28.7,1987 leveling 
the following charges, he have absented front duty without 
leave, sick or without prior permission front the 
undersigned w.e.f 20-12-1986. That on 2-1-1990 the 
petitioner was prevented front joining duty on the pretext 
that his services w'ere terminated orally which is illegal 
invalid and not sustainable in law. The appeal preferred 
is not disposed off inspite of repeated representations in 
person and through union. The petitioner therefore got 
issued legal notice dated 15-11-2000 to the first respondent 


which is acknowledged on 20-11 -2000 but was not replied. 
The charge sheet dated 28-7-1987 issued by the 2 nd 
respondent is sent not in accordance with law and hence 
not tenable. The documents were not supplied to the 
petitioner, no fair and proper enquiry was conducted. 
Enquiry report was not submitted. That the petitioner is 
unemployed ever since his oral termination of 2-1-1990 
and hence this Court may be pleased to set aside the oral 
termination of the petitioner on 2-1-1990 and direct the 
respondent to reinstate the petitioner with continuity of 
services, full back wages and all attendant benefits in the 
interest for justice. 

3. A counter was filed stating that the petitioner 
was appointed in the company w.e.f. 22-10-1984 as badli 
coal filler. His attendance was very irregular, viz., as 
follows: 

in 1985 - 91 days 

in 1986 - 121 days 

in 1987 - 22 days 

4. Hence a charge sheet was issued which could-not 
be served. Hence, a publication was made and ex-parte 
enquiry was made. And he was dismissed from services 
w.e.f. 16-6-1988 vide office order dated 15-6-1988. One 
month’s notice pay was also sent to the residential address 
of the petitioner by way of riioncy order which was also 
returned due to non availability of the addressee. The 
respondent also filed a petition under Sec.33 (2) of the 
I.D. Act seeking approval of the Industrial Tribunal for 
the dismissal of the petitioner wherein also he did not 
appear. 

5. Be that it may be so. inspilc of all this there was 
a memorandum of settlement dated 3-3-1989 with the 
union under Sec. 12 (3) of the I.D. Act Under Para 3 of 
the said settlement it was specifically agreed that as a 
gesture of goodwill, as it was a centenary year of the 
company, the management would review the cases of 
certain employees who had been dismissed for absenteeism 
on condition that they will be on trial for a period of 12 
months and if there is no improvement during that period 
i.e., if the attendance is not more that 190 mouster days 
in one calendar year, the order of dismissal on ground of 
absenteeism would automatically stand. Basing on lhat 
the petitioner was given an opportunity' and reappointed 
in October, 1989. That the petitioner barely managed to 
put 9 days of muster of during the whole year and 
absconded again. Accordingly as he failed to fulfil 
minimum condition of the reappointment he automatically 
ceased to be employed from 1990. Hence the petition may 
be dismissed and a Nil Award may be passed 

6. It may be seen that there is some confusion which 
has to be set right now itself. The petitioner actually 
absented himself without leave of any kind or prior 
permission from 20-12-1986. Accordingly he was issued 
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a charge sheet dated 28-7-1987 and an enquiry was 
conducted and he was dismissed Again in view of 
memorandum of settlement as it was a centenary year he 
was reappointed from October. 1989 as he has to put in 
only 9 days of attendance, the petitioner was not allowed 
to join duty from 2-1-1990. This Court by an order dated 
21-8-2001 held that the domestic enquiry was validly 
conducted. So far as the original enquiry is concerned it 
was already held that the same is validly conducted. The 
petitioner has not let in any evidence to the contra of the 
assertion by the respondent that he was again reappointed 
due to settlement due to centenary year in October, 1989, 
In fact the respondent said that in one year he should put 
in at least 190 days or more of muster days. But, he has 
not. According to them he reported for more 9 days and 
actually there was no oral termination on 2-1-1990 and 
the petitioner has raised a dispute after a passage of 12 
years and it was argued that he is trying to kick a dead 
horse. Hence, while the counsel for the petitioner submits 
that now respondent is speaking lies how can they 
terminate him orally from 2-1-1990 and the termination 
dated 2-1-1990 is bad in law. Once when they have taken 
him back as per the agreement which is marked as Ex.M12 
as per Para 3A. The trial should have been for 12 months. 
No doubt his attendance may be only 9 days during 
October, November and December, 1989, but, he might 
have worked for 190 days if he was given a chance for a 
period of 12 months. Hence, he submits that he may be 
taken back into service with continuity of service, back 
wages, and all other attendant benefits etc. 

7. The arguments were heard on the validity of 
domestic enquiry and by an order dt, 16 th August, 2001 
this Court held that the domestic enquiry held is valid, 
Therefore, no witnesses were examined and arguments 
were the question of punishment. It is argued by the 
Learned Counsel for petitioner that the petitioner was 
terminated orally on 2-1-1990 and therefore he may be 
directed to be taken back with all attendant benefits. 

8. The Learned Counsel for respondent submitted 
that he was appointed on 22-10-1984 as badii coal filler. 
His attendance was very irregular in 1985 he worked for 
91 days, in 1986 for 121 days and in 1987 for 22 days. 
Enquiry was held and he was dismissed from services 
w.e.f. 16.6.1988. One months notice pay was also sent to 
him. There was a settlement on 3-3-1989 that the 
management should reconsider the cases of certain 
employees who have been dismissed for absenteeism on 
condition that they will be put on trial for a period of 12 
mo nths and if his attendance is not more that 190 muster 
days in one calendar year the order of dismissal on the 
ground of absenteeism would automatically stand. Hence 
he was again reappointed in October, 1989 and he worked 
only for 9 days. During the whole year and absconded 
again. Therefore, he deserves no sympathy and a NIL 
Award is passed. 


9. It may be seen that according to Ex M 10 he has 
also received one month’s notice wages on 27-6-1988 
During the centenary year. 1989 he was reappointed and 
during October to December. 1989 he worked for 9 days. 

10. The settlement is E.X.M12. Wherein Para 3 A of 
the said settlement states that the reemployment would 
be on trial basis for a period of 12 months and if they do 
not show satisfactory work in 190/240 days performance 
and their services would be terminated. It is an admitted 
case that during October. November and December. 1989 
petitioner put in only 9 days, question of providing the 
concept of 12 months is not there because according to 
the respondent he absconded again and they did not 
dismiss him orally. 

11. Seeing the past performance of the petitioner 
who hardly managed to work in 1985 for 91 days, in 1986 
for 121 days and in 1987 for 22 days. And again when he 
was given a chance in October. November and December 
he worked for 9 days . Contention that whole year should 
have been given does not appear to be justified and in fact 
if a view of over all circumstances arc taken into 
consideration it can be safely presumed that he abandoned 
the service and further as he is late in everything he has 
come to Court after a gap of 11 years. Hence he does not 
deserve any relief However, if there is any work of badii 
worker available, and if this petitioner is found at the 
spot he may be given preference to others in the matter of 
appointment. The reference is ordered accordingly. 
Transmit. 

Dictated to Kum. K. Phani Gov ri. Personal 
Assistant, transcribed by her corrected by me on this the 
24 th day of October, 2001. 

E. ISMAIL. Presiding Officer 
Appendix of evidence 

Witness examined for the Witness examined for l he 
Petitioner: Respondent: 

NIL NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioncr/Union 
NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 

Ex.Ml: Application filed before Industrial 
Tribunal. Hyderabad 

Ex.M2: Charge Sheet No.PK.3/8(b)/86 

Ex.M3; Notification in Eenadu 

Ex.M4: Domestic enquiry proceedings 

Ex.M5; Enquiry Report 

Ex.M6: Dismissal order Lr.No.FD/MGG/8/1156 


3707 GI/2001—It) 
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Ex.M7: Money Order receipts of one month’s notice 
wages 

Ex.M8: Registered Post receipt. 

Ex,M9: Undelivered registered cover, 

EX.M10: Copy of remittance Lr. No.PK, 3/73/ 
1477 dt. 27-6-1988 

Ex.Ml 1: Copy of application filed by the petitioner 
dt. 15-7-89 

Ex.M12: Copy of Memorandum of Settlement 
dt. 3-3-1989 

Ex.Ml 3: Standing Orders. 

M 29 w*rr, 2001 

T3FT. 31T. 3426.— aMfiPF 1947 

(1947 ""ft 14) 0m 17 % t^. 

# rrrifiK 28 -11-2001 -<Kl yrrer §3tr *n i 

[*t. TE*T-22025/25/2001 -3trj 3TR. (7ft-II)] 

rpt. i ft. %wt, 'tw 
New Delhi, the 29th November, 2001 

S.O. 3426.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act. 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Industrial 
Tribunal/Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of SCCL and thvir 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 28-11-2001. 

[No. L-22025/25/2001 -IR(C-II)] 
N.P. KESAVAN, Desk Officer. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT AT 
HYDERABAD 

Present Shri E. ISMAIL Presiding Officer 

Dated:-24.10.2001 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE L.C.LD.No. 18 of 2001 

Between: 

Sri T. Ramulis, S/o Mallaiah. 

H.No.DA/1004. Nehru Street, 

Ramavaram, 

Kothagudem-507 118. Petitioner 


AND 

1. The General Manager, 

M/s S.C.Co. Ltd., 

Manuguru-507 117, 

2 The Colliery Manager, 

M/s. S.C. Co. Ltd., 

P.K, 1 incline, 

Manuguru, Dist. Khammam. Respondents 
APPEARANCES : 

For the Petitioner : M/s. Smt. Satwath Rana 

& Sri Mohd. Salahuddin 

For the Respondent: M/s. Sri J, Parthasarathy, 

Sri V. Hariharah & 

Sri A. Chandrasekher. 

AWARD 

This is a case taken under Sec.2 A (2) of the I.D. 
Act, 1947 in view of the judgment of the Hon’ble High 
Court of Andhra Pradesh reported in W.P. No. 83 95 of 
1989 dated 3.8.1995 between Sri U. Chinnappa and M/s. 
Cotton Corporation of India and two others. 

2. The brief facts stated in the petition are: that the 
petitioner was appointed as a badli coal filler w.c.f. 
3-2-1984. He was attending to his duties regularly without 
any complaint. While working at P.K. 1 incline, the 
petitioner was issued charge sheet dated 2-1-1990 leveling 
the following charges : he had absented from duty 
unauthorized by which constitutes serious misconduct 
under clause 16 (16) & 16of Company’s Standing Orders. 
That on 2-1-1990 the petitioner was prevented from 
joining duty on the pretext that his services were 
terminated orally which is illegal, invalid and not 
sustainable in law. The appeal preferred is not disposed 
off inspite of repeated representations in person and 
through union, The petitioner therefore got issued legal 
notice dated 14-11-2000 to the first respondent which is 
acknowled -i d on 20-11 -2000 which was not replied. That 
the charge sheet dated 2-1-1990 issued by the 2nd 
respondent is not in accordance with law and hence not 
tenable. The documents were not supplied to the petitioner, 
no fair and proper enquiry was conducted. Enquiry report 
was not submitted. That the petitioner is unemployed ever 
since his oral termination of2-1-1990 and hence this Court 
may be pleased to put set aside the oral termination of the 
petitioner on 2-1-1990 and direct the respondent to 
reinstate the petitioner with continuity of services, full 
back wages and all attendant benefits in the interest for 
justice, 

3. A counter was filed stating that the petitioner 
was appointed in the company we.f. 28.1.1984 as badii 
coal filler. His attendance was very irregular, viz., as 
follows: 
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in 1985 - 176 days 

in 1986 - 77 days 

in 1987 - 33 days 

4. "Hence a charge sheet vide letter No. PK3/8B/79, 
dated 10-1-1988 was issued which could not be served 
and returned undelivered. Hence, a publication was made 
in the Telgu daily Eenadu dt. 1-3-1988 directing the 
petitioner to attend the enquiry on 21-3-1988, but, he did 
not and ex-parte enquiry was made. And he was dismissed 
from services w.e.f 16-6-1988 vide office order dated 
15.6.1988. One month’s notice pay was also sent to the 
residential address of the petitioner by way of money order, 
which was also returned due to non-availability of the 
addressee. The respondent also filed a petition under 
Sec.33 (2) of the I.D. Act seeking approval of the Industrial 
Tribunal for the dismissal of the petitioner wherein also 
he did not appear. 

5. Be that it may be so, inspite of all this there was 
a memorandum of settlement dated 3-3-1989 with the 
union under Sec. 12 (3) of the I D. Act. Under Para 3 of 
the said settlement it was specifically agreed that as a 
gesture of goodwill, as it was a centenary year of the 
company, the management would review the cases of 
certain employees who had been dismissed for absenteeism 
on condition that they will be on trial for a period of 12 
months and if there is no improvement during that period 
i.e.. if the attendance is not more that 190 muster days in 
one calendar year, the order of dismissal on ground of 
absenteeism would automatically stand. Basing on that 
the petitioner was given an opportunity and reappointed 
in October. 1989. That the petitioner barely managed to 
put 9 days of muster of during the whole year and 
absconded again. Accordingly as he failed to fulfil 
minimum condition of the reappointment he automatically 
ceased to be employed from 1990. Hence the petition may 
be dismissed and a Nil Award may be passed. 

6. It may be seen that there is some confusion which 
has to be set right now itself. The petitioner actually 
absented himself without leave of any kind or prior 
permission from 3-1-1987. Accordingly he was issued a 
charge sheet dated 10-1-1988 and an enquiry was 
conducted and he was dismissed. Again in view of 
memorandum of settlement as it was a centenary year he 
uns reappointed from October. 1989 as he has to put in 
only 9 days of attendance, the petitioner was not allowed 
to join duty front 2-1-1990. This Court by an order dated 
21 -8-2001 held that the domestic enquiry was validly 
conducted. So far as the original enquiry which is charging 
is concerned it was already held that the same is validly 
conducted. The petitioner has not lead any evidence to 
the contra of the assertion by the respondent that he was 
again reappointed due to settlement due to centenary year 
in October. 1989. In fact the respondent said that in one 
year he should put in at least 190 days or more of muster 


days. However, he has not. According to them he reported 
for more 9 days, actually there was no oral termination 
on 2-1-1990, the petitioner has raised a dispute after a 
passage of 12 years, and it was argued that he is trying to 
kick a dead horse. Hence, while the counsel for the 
petitioner submits that now respondent speaking lies how 
can they terminate him orally from 2-1-1990 and the 
termination dated 2-1-1990 is bad in law, Once when they 
have taken him back as per the agreement which is marked 
as Ex,M12 as per Para 3A. The trial should have been for 
12 months. No doubt his attendance may be only 9 days 
during October, November and December. 1989, but, he 
might have worked for 190 days if he was given a chance 
for a period of 12 months. Hence, he submits that he may 
be taken back into service with continuity of service, back 
wages, and all other attendant benefits etc. 

7. The arguments were heard on the validity of 
domestic enquiry and by an order dt. 21st August, 2001 
this Court held that the domestic enquiry held is valid. 
Therefore, no witnesses were examined and arguments 
were heard on the question of punishment. It is argued 
by the Learned Counsel for the petitioner that the petitioner 
was terminated orally on 2.1.1990 and, therefore, he may 
be directed to be taken back with all attendant benefits. 

8. The Learned Counsel for respondent submitted 
that he was appointed on 28-1-1984 as badii coal filler. His 
attendance was very irregular in 1985 he worked for 176 
days, in 1986 for 77 days and in 1987 for 33 days. Enquiry 
was held and he was dismissed from services w.e.f. 
16.6,1988. One month notice pay was also sent to him again 
there was a settlement on 3.3.1989 that the management 
to review the cases of certain employees who have been 
dismissed for absenteeism on condition that they will be 
put on trial for a period of 12 months and if his attendance 
is not more that 190 muster days in one calendar year the 
order of dismissal on the ground of absenteeism would 
automatically stand. Hence he was again reappointed in 
October, 1989 and he worked only for 9 days. During the 
whole year and absconded again. Therefore, he deserves 
no sympathy and a NIL Award is passed. 

9. It may be seen that according to Ex.MlO he has 
also received one month’s notice wages on 27-6-1988 
During the centenary year, 1989 he was reappointed and 
during October to December, 1989 he worked for 9 days. 

10. The settlement is Ex.M12. Wherein Para 3 A of 
the said settlement states that the reemployment would 
be on trial basis for a period of 12 months and if they do 
not show satisfactory work in 190/240 days performance 
and their services would be terminated. It is an admitted 
case that during October, November and December, 1989 
petitioner put in only 9 days, question of providing the 
concept of 12 months is not there because according to 
the respondent he absconded again and they did not 
dismiss him orally. 
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11. Seeing the past performance of the petitioner who 
hardly managed to work in 1985 for 176 days, in 1986 for 
77 days and in 1987 for 33 days. And again when he was 
given a chance in October, November and December he 
worked for 9 days. Contention that whole year should have 
been given does not appear to be justified and in feet an 
over all circumstances are taken into consideration it can 
be safely presumed that he abandoned the service and fiirther 
as he is late in everything he has come to Court after a gap 
of 11 years. Hence he does not deserve any relief. However, 
if there is any work of badli worker available, and if this 
petitioner is found at the spot he may be given preference 
to others in the matter of appointment The reference is 
ordered accordingly. Transit. 

Dictated to Kum. K. Phani Gowri, Personal 
Assistant, transcribed by her corrected by me on this the 
24th day of October 2001. 

E. ISMAIL, Presiding Officer 
Appendix of evidence 

Witness examined for the Witness examined for the 
Petitioner; Respondent: 

NIL NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioncr/Union 

NIL 

Documents ma kew, far the Respondent 

Ex.Ml: Application filed before Industrial Tribunal, 
Hyderabad 

Ex.M2: Charge Sheet No.PK,3/8(b)/79 
E.\.M3: Notification in Eenadu 
E.\.M4: Domestic enquiry proceedings 
Ex.M5: Enquiry Report 

E.X.M6: Dismissal order Lr,No. PD/NGR/8/1165 

E.\.M7: Money receipts of one month s notice wages 

Ex.M8: Registered Post receipt 

Ex.M9. Undelivered registered cover 

EX.MIO: Copy of remittance lr. No.PK. 3/731569 

Ex.M. 11: Copy of application filed by the petitioner 
dt. 15.7.89 

Ex.M 12: Copy of Memorandum of Settlement 

dt. 3.3.1989. 

29 2001 

TFT. 3TT. 3427.—■SRVwt atfftfWT, 1947 

(1947 ^iT 14) ^ft 17 % ft, . 


ftl. tft. % Ttfttnrt % ft44i fftnbrof aftr %. 

ftN, jjftu ft -sflftiP w ftwiq ft ftr-sOq 7T<«wt aftiflftwi 

**rwiw*t ft, 

ftt BTWm ftt 28 -11-2001 fn I 

[ft. 1^-22025/25/2001-3^ 3nc (ftl-II)] 

TpT. T ft. ftiTWt, aiftmnft 

New Delhi, the 29th November, 2001 

S.O. 3427.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award of the Industrial 
Tribunal/Labour Court Hyderabad as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management SCCL and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 28- 
11 - 2001 , 

[No. L-22025/25/2001 -IR(C-II)] 
N.P. KESAVAN, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM LABOUR COURT AT 
HYDERABAD 

Present Shri E. ISMAIL, Presiding Officer 
Dated : 29th October, 2001 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. L.C.I.D.No. 1/2001 
Between : 

1. Ande Lingaiah, 

S/o Ellaiah, aged about 46 years 
Occ-Ex-Badli Filler (Mazdoor), 

Godavarikhani. 

Karimnagar district 
.Petitioner 

AND 

1. The Singareni Collieries Co. Ltd . 

Rep. By it’s The General Manager. 

Ramagundam Area-1, 

Godavarikhani. .Respondents 

APPEARANCES : 

For the Petitioner : Shri A. Ravi Babu. Advocate 

For the Respondent: Shri G. Praveen Kumar, 
Advocate 

AWARD 

This is a case taken under Sec.2 A (2) of the I.D. 
Act, 1947 in view of the Judgment of the Hon’ble High 
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Court of Andhra Pradesh reported in W.P. Mo.8395 of 
1989 dated 3-8-1995 between Sir U. Chinnappa and M/s. 
Cotton Corporation of India and two others. 

2. The brief averments in the petition are: that the 
petitioner was appointed as badli worker in the 
management in the year 1973. The services in the category 
of mazdoor were regularized and the worker was made a 
permanent employee on the rolls of the management. The 
workman has put in about 13 years of service. Suddenly 
on 10-11-1986 the charge sheet dated 10-11-1986 was 
served on the workman stating that on 7-11-1986 when 
he was working in the 2nd shift at about 11.15 PM 
watchman on duty at the power house saw the petitioner 
on a bicycle with some materials belonging to the company 
and same were recovered from the workman The 
workman was asked to submit his explanation as to why 
disciplinary action should not be taken against him 
including dismissal from services. Before the workman 
could submit his explanation. Security Qfficer of the 
Company called him to the office on 18-11 -1986 at about 
11 AM and asked him to confess the offence otherw ise he 
will loose his job apart from that he will be handed over 
to the police on the charge of theft of the material of the 
company. The workman stated that he never committed 
any such theft of material of the company and much less 
on 7-11 -1986 as alleged in the charge sheet. The workman 
was retained for about 4 to 5 hours in the Security Officer’s 
room in the Security Office. Finally, the Personnel Officers 
of the company came to the Security' Office and asked 
him to give a confessional statement and on such statement 
he would be pardoned and he will be taken back on duty 
and no police case will be registered. That the pressure 
exerted by the management company and also on the 
assurance given by the officials, though the workman has 
not committed the offence had to confess the same under 
threat to avoid all troubles both from the employer and 
the police. That on 11-1-1986 itself some statement was 
prepared by the officials and the workman was asked to 
sign on it. The workman when resisted the officials 
promised that from the next time onwards he can continue 
his job as his services would not be terminated. In fact, 
after 11-11-1986 neither any enquiry was conducted nor 
any w itnesses were examined nor any notice, of enquiry 
was furnished to the workman and he was continued in 
service till 15-5-1987 on which date the impugned 
termination order was served on the workman terminating 
his services w.c.f. 13-5-1987. The Enquiry Officer’s 
findings, if any, recorded were not furnished to the 
w orlonan along with termination order. That the workman 
preferred an appeal before the General Manager, Singarem 
Collieries. Godavarikhani on25-5-1987. He was pursuing 
the appeal preferred before the above authorities since 
then. Ultimately on 15-5-1987 he was informed that such 
appeals and representations are not entertained by the 
company and the appeals submitted by workman is deemed 


to have been rejected. The order passed by the management 
bearing No.PRG.l/32C/991, dated 13-5-1987 is bias, 
unreasonable, arbitrary and illegal. Therefore, he may be 
directed for reinstatement with all back wages and all 
attendant benefits. 

3. A counter was filed stating the petitioner was 
appointed in the respondent company in the year 1973 
subsequently he was posted to power house of the 
respondent company as General Mazdoor. The petitioner 
is a permanent worker and had put in 13 years of service. 
The petitioner was spotted red handed while he was taking 
companies property from the company's premises. The 
following articles wore recovered: (1) One gunny bag full 
of Coal, (2) One M S, Plate measuring approximately 
450 mm * 2 mm and (3) One phosphor Bronze worn 
wheel of the SHK Pump from the water pre-treatment 
plant Since he committed theft on 10-11-1986 domestic 
enquiry' was conducted, the petitioner has fully participated 
in the enquiry and he was given full opportunity to defend 
his case. The petitioner pleaded guilty and admitted the 
offence. The petitioner was dismissed on 13-5-1987. The 
allegation that before the petitioner could submit his 
explanation, the Security Officer of the Company called 
him to the office and detained him and the confessional 
statement taken forcefully is all false Further, the 
petitioner never complained that the confessional 
statement was taken under pressure. That there is ample 
evidence to show that theft was committed. Hence, the 
petitioner may be dismissed. 

4. The petitioner’s counsel conceded that the 
domestic enquiry is valid, on 8-8-2001. Therefore, once 
the domestic enquiry' is held valid there is nothing left 
except to sec whether the punishment awarded is 
commensurate with the alleged misconduct. 

5. It is argued by the Learned Counsel for the 
petitioner that the petitioner has put in 13 years of service 
and during his entire career there was no occasion for the 
respondent management to complain regarding his 
integrity while discharge of his duties. That it was alleged 
that he was found carrying sonic company articles on the 
bicycle the workman being an illiterate person at the 
direction of Security' Officer signed a statement which is 
called as confessional statement as no significance can be 
attached to the enquiry' which is make believe enquiry. 
The petitioner workman challenged the correctness of the 
order before the Hon’ble High Court through W.P.No. 
11848/87 since there was an effective remedy under the 
Industrial Disputes Act. the workman sought permission 
for withdrawing the writ petition and he was allowed to 
withdraw the writ petition by an order dated 21-12-1989 
He initiated the claim under Sec.2 A (2) by an order dated 
12-11-1992 the same was dismissed as the Labour Court 
had no jurisdiction. He again challenged the same by filing 
writ petition No.6311/1996 and the Learned Single Judge 
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has remanded the matter for fresh decision with Labour 
Court. The respondent management was unsuccessful and 
ultimately the matter was carried before the Hon'ble 
Supreme Court which directed the petitioner to approach 
the Central Industrial Tribunal. 

6. He furher argued that Hon'ble Supreme Court 
held that non ftirnishing of enquiry report would render 
the decision of the disciplinary authority invalid, vide AIR 
1991 Supreme Court page 471INRE Mohd. Ramzan Khan 
Vs, Union of India. That there was no material to 
substantiate the charge as such imposition of penalty itself 
is erroneous. Further, it is not clear either from the charge 
sheet or from the report of the Enquiry Officer as to the 
actual value of the property alleged to have been found in 
possession of the petitioner workman. Further none of 
the witnesses ever spoke of the fact that petitioner 
workman was found to have committed on the theft of the 
material of the company. Therefore, it is a clear case of 
no evidence. Even so assuming that the charge is proved 
against the workman the punishment imposed is 
shockingly disproportionate to the gravity of the charge 
assuming that it has been established he relied on 
Judgement of the Hon’ble Supreme Court in AIR 1987 
page 2387 wherein that Lordships held, “ it should not be 
so disproportionate to the offence as to shock the 
conscience.” He also relied on a Judgement reported in 
1982 LAB 1C 1031 wherein it was said, “penalty of 
removal from service is therefore not called for when a 
poor worker yields to a momentary temptation and 
commits an offence which often passes under the 
Honourable name of kleptomania when committed by the 
rich. He also relied on ARI 1989 Supreme Court page 149 
wherein the Lorships held, “It can not therefore be stated 
merely because the Labour Court had found the enquiry to 
be fair and lawful and the finding not to be vitiated in any 
manner. It ought not to have interfered with the order of 
termination of service passed against the respondent in 
exercise of its power under Section 6(2)(A).” 

7. It is argued by the Learned Counsel for the 
respondent that it is a clear case of theft and the Learned 
Counsel for the petitioner has conceded that the enquiry 
held is valid. Therefore, the petitioner need not be shown 
any mercy and the punishment of dismissal imposed need 
not be interfered. 

8. This case has got a chequered history of the 
petitioner approaching various forums and ultimately the 
controvercy about the forum was set at rest by the Hon’ble 
Supreme Court in Civil Appeal No. 7799 of 1997 wherein 
its Lordships observed as follows, “ we make it clear that 
the Central Labour Court shall decide the dispute on merits 
without considering the question of res judicata or delay 
in filing the proceedings, meaning hereby, the dispute has 
to be decided on merits and not any technical ground.” 
That being so the question of delay or res judicata etc. 
will not arise. The only point is whether this Court can 


interfere with the punishment of dismissal imposed on 
the petitioner. It may be seen that one Gunny bag of Coal, 
one M S Plate and one phosphor bronze wheel were 
alleged to be recovered from the petitioner. 

9, It is blearly mentioned that the charge sheeted 
workman admitted the offence and hence the charges are 
proved against him. No doubt theft is serious offence and 
therefore, he was dismissed. In the normal situation, I 
would not have interfered with the punishment imposed 
on him but seeing the chequered history' which was set at 
rest by the Hon’ble Supreme Court held. That this Court 
should decide merits without considering res judicata or 
any other thing and by then only 12 years had elapsed in 
1999 by now 14 years being elapsed and in view of the 
fact that the enquiry report also does not mention anything 
about his past conduct. Further in view of Gujarat 
Judgement cited above where it was a case of absence of 
duty for about 2 days without obtaining prior permission 
of less than Rs.50 and here also it was a momentary lapse, 
the Hon’ble Gujarat High Court has held, a penalty of 
removal from services is therefore not, called for. Here 
also there is no evidence to show the value of the property 
anyway it was momentary lapse for which the exile of 14 
years of the petitioner is sufficient. So taking all this 
chequered history I think it is a fit case that sympathy can 
be shown and provisions of Sec. 11 A can be invoked and 
hence the order of dismissal dated 13-5-1987 is set aside 
and the petitioner is directed to be reinstated back into 
service as Mazdoor on the pay scale available now within 
30 days from the publication of this award. However he 
shall not be entitled for any back wages, seniority etc, 
Award passed accordingly transmit. 

Dictated to Kum. K. Pliani Gown, Personal Assistant 
transcribed by her corrected by me on this the 29th Oct.2001 

E. ISMAIL, Presiding Officer . 

Appendix of evidence 

Witness examined for the Witness examined for the 
Petitioner Respondent 

NIL NIL 

Document marked for the Petitioner/Umon 
NIL 

Document marked for the Petitioncr/Union 
NIL 

M fbWft, 5 2001 

cRT. OT. 3428.—ftiFfa FriFK trif? Vt urft Ft 
ft' ftttT FFFT sftftjtT FT, fftFIF aifftftm, 

1947 (l947FTT14)'*fffriRT2ft)t3rF('«)ftT'3WF(VI)fti 
FFftftf ftt SFJtrtFtft FTttT ririFR % FF FFTCTF FTt 
fttyrr fa. 3tr. 1376 f^“ri4> 6 - 6-2001 sro FTtftF ism 
FTtFFF 7 - 6-2001 ft WFTFFft 

FiiwnfV % ■fab; FFftbft ftr fFutr ft; 
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3fR VriO 1 ! *K«t>K VI <1*1 % fV Cll'tlftn V 3<WI "PIPII'jRl 

Vt^iruraVt aftr Hiiwiufa % faq h«iui hitht 3p)fiiRT t; 

3RT: 3TH, afltilPlHT PlHIi; 3lfafRR, 1947 (1947 
14) VlUR2 %TSTg(^)%i3 Rg5 (VI) % HE$ Higr < IUtR 
VlPWUT HIT 9 V ‘ I «ti<tl JH %^fhl OWH 3<K1 3*!) 1 ! Vt <3OKI 
3l[4lpRM % xMini'll %faq 7-12-2001 hw Vt H)i6imlV 

VftiqVtursqul'i] ^ur ulfafl hri) 11 

[RT. R. 13R-11017/5/91-3TT$ 3TR.(V. Rtf.)] 
qU. #. TpTTT, iR ufttH 
New Delhi, the 5th December, 2001 
S.O. 3428.— Whereas the Central Government 
having been satisfied that the public interest so required 
had, in pursuance of the provisions of sub-clause (vi) of 
the clause (n) of section 2 of the Industrial Dispute Act, 
1947 (14 of 1947), declared by the Notification, of the 
Government of India in the Ministry of Labour S.O No. 
1376 dated the 6-6-2001 services in the Food Corporation 
of India to be a public utility service for the purpose of 
the said Act, for a period of six months from the 
7-6-2001. 

And whereas, the Central Government is of opinion 
that public interest requires the extension of the said period 
by a further period of six months; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by the proviso to’sub-clause (vi) of clause (n) of section 2 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, the Central 
Government hereby declares the said industry to be a 
public utility service for the purposes of the said Act for a 
period of six months from the 7-12-2001. 

[No. S-11017/5/91-IR(PL)l 
H.C. GUPTA, Dy. SecO 
ftwt, 5 2001 

1ST. 3TT. 3429.—HRurfr TTR utui HlfafaUU, 1948 
(1948 3RT 34) Vt UR-1 VtiR UR -(3) CRT 3RTT VltVlV 

hr uutu hr! Vnitu tor qir^Ri 01 urroft, 2002 Hit 

3*1 uido % ^9 V HRft %, fTRHit 3HH RfV-UR % 
3TWTO-4 3RHR-5 3^k 6 UR —76 Hit RT-UR (1) 3?R 
UR—77, 78, 79 Vfa 81 % f^THTH Hit Vt TT^HT Hit 

un ^Vt V V ufhTTunj thu % P-imR-iRsm tfaif 
3 TPJTT 3Tufq : — 

"fVHTl tVV^-i'K V 7TUJHT RhUIHiIVI % TRJRH UR 
3lPl-l«j)C'1*l, q, WIFftjriT 3^7 5<lV 3RpflT ©til UR Vt. 
HiRwiNf (?R HUT UTtgHI TTRRHTPR % THRU UR Hit 

UqVt”l 

[TT. qri-38013/24/01-qu. qu.-I] 
V. R. ^ 1 , fVtTTHT 


New Delhi, the 5th December, 2001 

S.O. 3429.— In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (3) of Section 1 of the Employees’ State 
Insurance Act 1948 (34 of 1948) the Central Government 
hereby appoints the 1st January, 2002 as the date on which 
the provisions of Chapter IV (except Sections 44 and 45 
which have already been brought into force) and Chapter 
V and VI (except Sub-section (i) of Section 76 and 
Sections 77, 78, 79 and 81 which have already been 
brought into force) of the said Act shall come into force 
in the following areas in the State of Tamil Nadu 
namely:— 

“ Areas comprising the Revenue Villages of lankulam, 
A. Lakshimipuram and its Hamlet T. Karisalkulam of 
Sivakasi Taluk and Keelarajakularaman’and its hamlets 
Thombakulam and Reddipatti of Rajapalayam Taluk in 
Virudhunagar District.” 

[No. S-38013/24/2001-S.S.l. J 
K. C. JAIN, Director 
ui ftqVt, 6 fiRFHT, 2001 

1 ST. OT. 3430.-— HiVuttl TTR VtRT a#tfRR, 1948 
(1948 Hit 34) Hit UR-1 Vti3U HR ( 3 ) TTTTT UUTT yrfVrV Hit 
UUtUURt T^U, V-VPl R.HVI1 rJqqtJR 01 UHUTt, 2002 VtRT 
flltllfl V <*>H V wcfl V, fVuVtTSHH SlfufdtR Hi 3T1UR-4, 

3RHR-5 3?1t 6 ( UR -76 Vt i*U UR ( 1 ) Vk UR-77, 78, 
79 aftf 81 VfriHRiVRR^'^tlPJuVJiJlT^Vl't) VTWU 
V^ yirfriu V PWWrin V u*fu #t, 

Rufq.— 

"^r^THHHR HifRU % 3Rpfu 3R) Rtf THRU UR- 

-giJHURi HdrifRfitHHR, uftUHHU, VrNHHR, HU«|!3il'i11fl, 



[TTTOT tR-38013/25/01-lR.1R.-I] 

V. Tit. #T, fMtTIR 

New Delhi, the 6th December. 2001 
S.O. 3430. — In exercise of the powers conferred 
by sub-section (3) of Section 1 of the Employees’ State 
Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948) the Central Government 
hereby appoints the 1st January, 2002 as the date on which 
the provisions of Chapter IV (except Sections 44 and 45 
which have already been brought into force ) and Chapter 
V and VI (except sub-section (i) of Section 76 and Sections 
77, 78, 79 and 81 which have already been brought into 
force) of the said Act shall come into force in the following 
areas in the Union Territory of Pondicherry namely:— 

“ Areas comprising the Revenue Villages of 
Madukkarai, Kanamanikkam. Eripakkam. Neltapakkam. 
Pandashozanur, Embajam, Korkadu and Karklambakkam 
of Ne-ttapakkam Commune." 

[No. S-38013/25/2001 -S. S.IJ 
K. C. JAIN. DIRECTOR 


Printed by the Manager, Govt of India Press, Ring Road, Mayapuri, New Delhi-110064 
and Published by the Controller of Publications, Delhi-110054 





